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ABSTRACT 
 Utilizing a nonparametric statistical method, this secondary data analysis of the AASA, 
The School Superintendents Association (formerly the American Association of School 
Administrators) American School Superintendent 2010 Decennial Study on superintendents 
analyzes factors related to superintendent retention and turnover from a labor market perspective. 
This study is based on a national survey of nearly 2,000 school superintendents in the United 
States. The purpose of this secondary data analysis is to test the hypothesis that when a 
superintendent’s social, educational, and professional needs are met in the district, then the 
superintendent has a higher likelihood of continuing to serve the district. There is an abundance 
of research correlating positive student achievement with the length of tenure of the 
superintendent. If school boards have a better knowledge base for improving job satisfaction for 
superintendents, thus increasing tenure, American school systems might be able to improve 
student achievement. While not all turnover is bad, positive board and superintendent 
relationships take time to develop. Districts can increase the potential to carry through 
educational initiatives and reduce the expenses of finding a superintendent’s replacement if a 
superintendent is retained past the national average of 5-7 years. 	 	
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Black Monday. This is the nickname of the Monday after the final regular season game of 
the National Football League. It is called Black Monday because this is the day that the teams 
who did not make the playoffs announce whether or not they are going to retain their Head 
Coach, or the Head Coach announces that he or she is leaving. When the owners decide to let 
their Head Coach go, it begins a whirlwind of job openings and recruitments, in what is also 
known as “U-Haul Season” of coaches packing up their families and going to different jobs. 
Not all coaches are fired. When there is an open coaching position, teams implement 
recruitment efforts to hire the best and brightest to lead their team. Coaches who already have 
coaching positions must evaluate their situation and decide if the open position is a better job or 
a better fit for them. Some coaches may be looking for their first head coaching position, thus 
attempting to move up the ranks in their valued profession. 
One open position creates a web of turnover and shuffling of jobs. One open position 
creates a domino effect of other open positions, and the cycle continues until the positions are 
filled. The cycle usually ends for at least one year, until the final game of the regular season is 
played, and the process starts all over again.  
Head coaches in the NFL, who are the CEOs of their team, could be compared to a public 
school district’s superintendent. Every year, there is also a “U-Haul Season” for public school 
superintendents. The analogy runs nearly parallel with the head football coach’s story. 
Anticipation increases at a school district’s monthly board meetings, as various superintendents 
begin announcing their retirements in December. Similarly, as an example, if after a couple of 
turbulent years of being dissatisfied with performance and an irreparable working relationship, 
the district’s board of education notifies a superintendent his or her contract will not be renewed. 
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Regardless of whether the turnover was voluntary or involuntary, countless hours and resources 
will be poured into finding a suitable replacement to act as the Chief Executive Officer of the 
district. Any open superintendent position creates a domino effect of open positions for other 
superintendents and aspiring superintendents who decide to apply for the open position until all 
positions are filled. A new domino chain is created each time either a retirement or termination 
occurs.  School boards must constantly consider how to keep their current superintendent from 
leaving, and superintendents must consider why and whether they should stay.  
Statement of the Problem 
It is important for school districts to try and improve their efforts to retain a 
superintendent. High superintendent turnover can have a negative impact on student achievement 
(Marzano & Waters, 2009). A high level of turnover also creates organizational cultures that 
believe turnover is inevitable, thus creating a short-term focus with insufficient investment in 
long-range vision and infrastructure (Buchanan, 2006). These cultures are counter to the positive 
cultures needed for teacher collaboration and a willingness to commit to a model of continuous 
improvement. When there is a high level of turnover, it makes it easier for a teacher or principal 
to be reluctant to change because the current superintendent may leave in a few years, and the 
next superintendent may have a different vision or initiative. Superintendent turnover may also 
have a negative impact on staff satisfaction and morale (Alsbury, 2008).  
Across the nation, as research continues to build the case that superintendents have an 
impact on student achievement, frequent turnover of superintendents could have a devastating 
impact for school districts (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). For example, as 
part of a meta-analysis, it was reported there was a correlation between superintendent tenure 
and positive student academic achievement, which may manifest itself within the first two years 
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of a superintendency (Marzano & Waters, 2009).  There is also research that outlines how 
teacher and principal recruitment, financial management, curriculum and instruction, strategic 
planning, and communication are all central management functions that help create positive 
learning environments, which may indirectly positively impact student achievement (Alsbury, 
2008; Bryd, Drews, & Johnson, 2006; Petersen, 2002). Superintendents influence student 
achievement because they oversee central office responsibilities that establish appropriate policy 
and positively impact district culture by being advocates for teacher leadership (Katzenmeyer 
and Moller, 2001).  While superintendents do not directly educate students, they do make 
recommendations for policy and procedures for teachers to be successful. For example, a district 
with a Teacher Leadership and Compensation Grant in the state of Iowa must rely on 
superintendent stability to successfully implement the program. If, within the implementation 
stage of the initiative, superintendent turnover occurs, it may create a culture where teachers feel 
devalued because the new superintendent does not have the same beliefs and ideas as the 
previous one. 
At a macro level, district school boards are tasked with providing leadership to 
effectively govern the district. In pursuit of world-class education that results in high 
achievement for all Iowa students, the Iowa Association of Schools Boards’ number one standard 
is to operate as a visionary governance team in partnership with a district’s superintendent (Iowa 
Association of School Boards, 2015). Within this standard, boards rely on superintendents to 
lead them in developing a shared vision that reflects common values and core beliefs of the 
community. They also rely on the superintendent’s leadership to ensure board decisions are 
based on data and deliberation. Ultimately, the cultivation of a strong relationship and 
partnership between the superintendent and board is based on clear expectations and 
accountability that takes time to develop. High levels of turnover create environments where 
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school boards are spending more time hiring their next superintendent than being an effective 
governing body.  
At the core of why superintendent turnover is a problem is the amount of time it takes to 
successfully implement positive change. Successful systemic school reforms can take five or 
more years of a superintendent’s focus (Fullan, 2000). Fullan (2000) goes on to say that the 
negative impact of superintendent turnover could be felt even longer than five years. Thus, if a 
school district hires a new superintendent who embarks on the process of creating systemic 
school reform, only to leave a few years later, that district is left with potentially unsuccessful 
district reform. 
Although increasing, the 2006 national mean of the tenure of a superintendent within a 
district was five to six years, with 14-16% of superintendents turning over per year (AASA, 
2006). However, as a part of AASA, The School Superintendent Association’s (formerly the 
American Association of School Administrators): 2010 Decennial Study, a study based on a 
survey of nearly 2,000 school superintendents in the United States, only 51% of the respondents 
planned on still being a superintendent in 2015 (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & 
Ellerson, 2011). In the state of Iowa alone, an estimated 30% of current practicing 
superintendents were eligible to retire in 2014 (Iowa Association of School Boards, 2014). As 
the stakes rise to recruit the best and the brightest leaders to a district, a superintendent has to 
consider his or her job satisfaction and reasons for not pursuing employment elsewhere. This 
research addresses the broad question of “why would a superintendent want to stay at his or her 
current position?”  
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Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this secondary data analysis is to test the hypothesis that when a 
superintendent’s social, educational, and professional needs are met in the district he or she 
serves, then the superintendent has a higher likelihood of staying in the district. By having a 
higher likelihood of retaining the superintendent, the district will increase its potential to increase 
student achievement. This study utilizes AASA’s conceptual framework relevant to the roles and 
responsibilities of a superintendent, but also analyzes turnover from the lens of the labor market 
perspective and dissatisfaction theory. The labor market perspective suggests that a 
superintendent might evaluate the benefits of his or her current position versus the potential 
improvement in compensation and quality of life of a different position.  
Conceptual Framework 
No longer is it sufficient for the designated leader of a school district to be an 
accomplished educator or a respected person, as it was during the 20th century (Brown, Sweson, 
& Hertz, 2007). Now, superintendents are expected to be “all things to all populations” in the 
educational setting (Brown, Sweson, & Hertz, 2007). The AASA provides a very basic 
conceptual framework for the roles and responsibilities of the superintendent. The overarching 
belief is that there are three major needs of superintendents, which include professional, social, 
and educational needs, and which are the cornerstones for the five roles and responsibilities of 
superintendents (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). The five different 
roles that a superintendent is expected to perform include the superintendent as (1) teacher-
scholar, (2) business manager, (3) statesman, (4) applied social scientist, and (5) communicator 
(Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011; Bjork & Kowalski, 2005). 
Though the AASA survey is robust in its descriptive statistical data, it provides relatively 
little foundation to use as a stand-alone conceptual framework on why superintendent turnover 
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may occur. To strengthen the existing framework established by AASA, dissatisfaction theory 
and a labor market perspective are utilized. These theories are explained more thoroughly in 
Chapter Two. 
Dissatisfaction theory explains why a superintendent may be dismissed by a district board 
of education. The labor market perspective evaluates decision making for a superintendent being 
recruited for a different position and/or a different district. The labor market perspective accounts 
for things such as job satisfaction, salary, and district characteristics compared to an open 
position for which the superintendent may apply.  
Methodology 
The author chose to do a secondary data analysis of the AASA study for several reasons. 
First, the AASA decennial survey is a nationally recognized survey given to superintendents 
across the United States. This national survey allows for a greater depth of perceptions shared 
across the nation. Secondly, when looking for statistical significance, having a larger pool of 
respondents is important, and even if all 284 superintendents in the state of Iowa participated and 
completed the survey, it would not not allow for a large pool of participants. Finally, the data 
shared by AASA only describes statistical frequencies and only shared every ten years. Doing a 
secondary data analysis provides an opportunity to build on the knowledge of superintendent 
retention and turnover at a more in-depth level. 
Research Questions 
This study examines the following research questions: 
1. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, is there a statistically significant difference between 
superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another 
five years compared to those who did not as related to AASA’s framework of 
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social, educational, and professional needs of a superintendent and labor market 
factors? (A full crosswalk of variables can be referenced in Table 1 in 
Methodology section of Chapter 3.) 
a. Labor Market Factors (Variables): 
i. Level of influence by state officials, 
ii. Primary reason why your school board employed you as 
superintendent, 
iii. Characterizations of the community, 
iv. Superintendent’s level of involvement in the local community, 
v. Level of influence by the superintendent, 
vi. Level of influence by community special interest groups, 
vii. Level of influence by state school board associations, 
viii. Level of influence by local elected officials, 
ix. Characterization of the extent to which you have positive 
relationships with your school board members, 
x. Summarization of how successful you feel you are as a 
superintendent, 
xi. Status in the local community, 
xii. Satisfaction with career choice as a superintendent, 
xiii. Satisfaction with your district, 
xiv. Satisfaction with your school board, 
xv. Satisfaction with compensation, 
xvi. Years of experience as a superintendent, 
xvii. Number of different public schools served in, 
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xviii. First superintendent position was offered close to employment at 
the time, 
xix. Perceived asset or liability: 
1. Racial/ethnic diversity in the community, 
2. Media coverage, 
3. State mandates and accountability standards, 
4. Federal mandates and accountability standards, 
5. State funding, 
6. Federal funding, 
7. Local funding, 
8. Employee unions, 
9. Community involvement, 
10. Student behavior, 
11. Employee behavior, 
12. School board member behavior, 
13. Competition from charter schools, 
14. Competition from private schools, 
15. Parental/family support for students, 
16. Athletic programs, 
17. Legal interventions, 
18. Administrative staff, 
19. Teaching staff, 
20. Non-professional support staff, 
21. Vision and planning, 
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22. District climate and culture, 
23. School facilities. 
xx. Merit and performance compensation, 
xxi. Performance rating by school board, 
xxii. Percent of time school board approves recommendations, 
xxiii. Perception of school board approval of recommendations, 
xxiv. Additional perceived asset or liability: 
1. School board members, 
2. Community involvement, 
3. Current salary, 
4. Current fringe benefits, 
5. State department of education. 
xxv. Level of emphasis as an instructional leader, 
xxvi. Level of emphasis as a manager, 
xxvii. Level of emphasis as a statesman, political leader, 
xxviii. Level of emphasis as an applied social scientist, 
xxix. Level of emphasis as an effective communicator, 
2. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, is there a statistically significant difference between 
superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another 
five years compared to those who did not related to superintendent and school 
demographic information. 
a. Demographic Information includes: 
i. Years of experience as a superintendent, 
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ii. Age, 
iii. Age at time of first superintendent position, 
iv. Student enrollment of the district, 
v. Gender. 
3. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, to what extent do AASA’s framework of social, 
educational, and professional needs of a superintendent and labor market factors 
predict superintendents wanting to stay in the district for another five years? 
Deficiencies in the Literature 
Despite literature and research focusing on the recruitment and retention of teachers and 
building-level administrators, the quantity of literature about recruitment and retention of 
superintendents is thin. Studies outlining why superintendent turnover exists focus on why the 
superintendent leaves, not why the superintendent stays. There is also very little literature that 
analyzes superintendent departure not only from a board dismissal (dissatisfaction theory) 
perspective, but also from a voluntary departure (labor market) perspective. 
Significance of Study 
It is the goal of this secondary data analysis study to enhance the knowledge of what 
labor market factors contribute to the successful retention of superintendents. In short, “why do 
superintendents stay in a district?” This study will build upon the body of knowledge about job 
satisfaction and labor market mobility, which often limits examination of retention to teachers 
and building administrators. The superintendent has a fundamentally different job than teachers 
and building administrators, thus requiring a different analysis. 
Having a better understanding of why superintendents stay in a district will allow school 
districts to create cultures that are potentially conducive to positive student achievement. 
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Specifically, school boards, who are designated by law to hire, evaluate, and dismiss 
superintendents, will have a better understanding of job satisfaction elements that are conducive 
to retaining the district superintendent.  Across the nation, as research continues to build the case 
that superintendents have an impact on student achievement, constant turnover of 
superintendents could have a devastating impact for school districts (Leithwood, Louis, 
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). For example, as part of a meta-analysis, it was reported there 
was a correlation between superintendent tenure and positive student academic achievement, 
which may manifest itself within the first two years of a superintendency (Marzano & Waters, 
2009). This is important because an effective relationship between the school board and 
superintendent can impact or bias the district’s role of effective governance. When that role of 
effective governance is damaged, student achievement could potentially decrease. 
This study will also help improve the practice of hiring and evaluating open 
superintendent positions within a district. From the district perspective, the board will be able to 
identify strengths within the district, and also areas of needs that the new superintendent has 
skills to meet. Recruiting a superintendent for an open position by connecting the candidates’ 
desired needs and strengths with the district’s opportunities might result in identifying better 
finalists for the screening and interview process. When a district hires a superintendent who is 
naturally a better fit from the beginning, there is greater likelihood of higher job satisfaction, 
which can lead to longer tenure with the district. Finding a natural fit can be determined during 
the selection process through interviews, reference checks, and professional reviews of each 
candidate to identify strengths and weaknesses of each candidate. The overall goal of this 
research is to provide information so that school boards have greater success in retaining a 
superintendent, therefore increasing the potential for positive student achievement. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter reviews the literature about the AASA conceptual framework of roles and 
responsibilities of superintendents, the history and impact of administrative turnover, 
dissatisfaction theory, and the labor market perspective in relation to job satisfaction. These areas 
are being reviewed because the conceptual framework for this research is being derived from 
data collection of superintendents focused on these areas. This review also links the literature of 
what is already known about retention of principals and superintendents utilizing the labor 
market perspective.  It includes references from research briefs, dissertations, educational 
journals, practitioner articles, online databases, and websites with most of the references 
spanning from 1995 to the present. This research was intensely influenced by The 2010 
Decennial Study authored by Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, and Ellerson in 201 
The thought process behind this literature review can be framed with first understanding 
the AASA conceptual framework of superintendent roles and responsibilities, with special 
consideration to how it has evolved since the turn of the century. To process why superintendents 
would stay, voluntarily leave, or be dismissed, it is important to put the job of the superintendent 
in context over time through the roles and responsibilities of a superintendent. These roles and 
responsibilities are followed by the review of history and the potential negative impact that 
administrative turnover may have on student achievement. Ultimately, the most important 
function of a school is to increase student achievement (Iowa Association of School Boards, 
2015). The larger goal of education and education administrative planning is to create better 
systems for current and future students. Next, the	dissatisfaction theory and labor market 
perspective is reviewed. Dissatisfaction theory and a labor market perspective, including job 
satisfaction, which is a major component of the perspective, are outlined to establish a 
foundation and context for the roles and responsibilities of superintendents.  
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Social, Educational, and Professional Needs 
 To navigate the evolving roles of the superintendent as a teacher-scholar, business 
manager, statesman, applied social scientist, and effective communicator, AASA’s framework 
outlines that superintendents need their social, educational, and professional needs met 
(Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). This section explains and provides 
examples of the social, educational, and professional challenges of superintendents that translates 
into the needs of superintendents. 
Social Needs 
 Social challenges can be demographic, economic, or fiscal issues that create pressure on 
superintendents to raise the standard of excellence in the district they lead. These challenges in a 
community may be complex problems to solve. There are more students in poverty in America 
than ever before (Anyon, 2005) as well as more blended families due to divorce, death, or 
children from previous relationships (Kreider, 2008). There are also more immigrant students for 
whom English is not their first language (Kreider, 2008). As populations become more diverse, 
initiating change may become more difficult because of political and cultural differences (Wirt & 
Kirst, 2009). These issues put stress on the social needs of superintendents. For example, across 
all states, a superintendent who leads a district with a high population of immigrants may deal 
with lower state funding to support English as a second language but still have the same 
expectations of proficiency on standardized state assessments. A social need may also mean 
working with limited funding in general. A superintendent will analyze if an open position in a 
district with more advantaged social characteristics would be a better fit for him. 
 There were several social need variables analyzed in this research. Those included 
community involvement, the perceived district climate and culture, the superintendent’s status in 
the local community, the superintendent’s satisfaction with compensation and benefits, the 
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characteristics within the community, how successful the superintendent feels, the 
superintendent’s level of involvement in the local community, the merit or performance 
compensation received, and the racial and/or ethnic diversity in the community. All of these 
variables are examples of needs that the superintendent might want to be met within the district 
he serves. 
Educational Needs 
 Educational needs of superintendents revolve around the notion that the superintendent is 
the educational leader of the district. Educational needs are affected by the improvement needed 
in secondary and elementary schools as well as school governance (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, 
Young, & Ellerson, 2011). School reform is an essential element in the improvement of public 
education, which cannot exist without support from local school boards. Also involved with the 
educational needs of superintendents is the culture and climate of a district. As a change agent, 
the superintendent is expected to positively engage stakeholders and move the district toward a 
shared vision for the future for all the district’s students (Fullan, 2001). 
 The educational needs of a superintendent are experienced in the day-to-day resistance or 
support from local school boards, employees, and stakeholders. For example, if a superintendent 
is trying to implement positive change or create a shared vision for the future, but is met with 
micromanaging board members, negative staff members, and an unsupportive community, the 
superintendent will need to evaluate his effectiveness in the role she occupies. Overall, the 
superintendent has a need to create the best educational system for the district he serves. 
Professional Needs 
 Finally, there are professional needs of superintendents. The professional needs of 
superintendents are mainly defined as the academic preparation, the licensing of a 
superintendent, and the effort to increase the number of women and persons of color in the 
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profession (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). While the effort to increase 
the number of women and persons of color advancing their career into the superintendency may 
not be a need for every superintendent, it is a need of women and persons of color aspiring to be 
a superintendent. A professional superintendent has an array of knowledge developed through 
research and experience. Professional superintendents are appropriately licensed, abide by a code 
of ethics, and value autonomy (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). Another 
professional need is the desire to obtain a doctoral degree (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, 
& Ellerson, 2011). Nationally, superintendents in districts of over 3,000 students are more likely 
to have a doctoral degree than those serving in fewer than 3,000 students (Kowalski, McCord, 
Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). This statistic might be evidence that a superintendent 
wanting to move to a larger school district knows that a doctoral degree may help him achieve 
that goal. By definition, this variable is a professional need of superintendents because it relates 
to the academic preparation for the profession.  
 The survey and data utilized in this research was created by AASA and was presumably 
designed by their conceptual framework of social, educational, and professional needs of 
superintendents. Since a code-book from AASA was not provided, the variables are not 
explicitly identified by the authors of the original survey. However, for the purpose of this 
research, the variables are outlined in a crosswalk (reference Table 1). Variables related to the 
social, educational, and professional needs of superintendents were analyzed to determine if 
there is an association between the variables and superintendents who stay in a district compared 
to those who leave. A greater understanding of what social, educational, and professional needs 
superintendents feel need to be met will expand the knowledge of factors related to 
superintendent turnover and retention. 
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Dissatisfaction Theory 
Dissatisfaction theory has been the most common framework to describe superintendent 
turnover (Adler, 2010). It has been described and refined by a variety of researchers including 
Alsbury, 2003, 2004, 2008; Green, 1992; Iannaccone, 1996; Iannaccone and Lutz, 1970, 1994; 
Lutz, 1982, 1996; and Lutz and Wang, 1987. Dissatisfaction theory contends that a school 
district board of education hires a superintendent based on its current demographics, values, and 
community interests (Danis, 1984; Rada, 1984). Over time those demographics, values and 
community interests change, while the board and superintendent stay the same. Superintendents 
or school boards may not recognize these changes or intrinsically do not accept these changes of 
values and beliefs. They may not recognize these changes for a variety of reasons, whether that is 
a disconnect of views with constituents they represent over time, a perceived lack of 
transparency, or a quick dismissal of feedback being provided by the community (Wang & Lutz, 
1989; Hosman, 1989, 1990; Weninger & Stout, 1989; Weller, Brown, & Flynn, 1991). The 
school board is interested in avoiding public conflict, seeking consensus, and acting as a trustee 
for the community (Adler, 2010). As dissatisfaction of the community increases, incumbents 
either remove themselves from the board, or are defeated at local school board elections. When a 
majority of new board members are seated who represent the new values, demographics, and 
community interests, the change in the majority of school board members is commonly followed 
by a voluntary or involuntary change in superintendent (Adler, 2010). This turnover situation 
means the superintendent either recognizes that he or she is no longer a good fit for the district or 
the district determines he or she is no longer a good fit and terminates the superintendent’s 
contract. This involuntary turnover of a superintendent evolves because of dissatisfaction of a 
local school board and their decision to terminate a contract. Dissatisfaction theory helps explain 
why a school board may dismiss a superintendent or why the superintendent voluntarily leaves 
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for a different position because his values no longer match those of the board responsible for his 
evaluation.  
An overwhelming majority of evaluations of superintendents by school boards rated 
superintendent performance as good or excellent (Glass, Bjork, and Brunner, 2000). 
Superintendents gave board members a much lower rating related to the school board’s 
performance and indicated that board turnover and community pressure are major stressors in 
their job (Glass, Bjork, and Brunner, 2000). This phenomenon reflects the other side of 
dissatisfaction theory, which states that the superintendent may become dissatisfied with the 
board for which he works. This phenomenon does not suggest that school boards should not be 
involved in the evaluation of the superintendent or that they do not have an impact on the 
educational quality of the system they oversee. School board members are not professional 
educators and they do not need to be, but they do have important responsibilities related to 
teaching and learning, curriculum and instruction, and the learning environment (Delagardelle, 
2006). Thus, over time, a school board relies on their superintendent for recommendations to 
improve the overall quality of district. This burden on school board members to provide the very 
best educational opportunities for students can fuel the fire of dissatisfaction within a 
community, because the community believes their children should have the highest quality of 
education. The implementation of educational initiatives to achieve the high quality education 
the community desires may be administered differently by the superintendent than the 
community prefers (Adler, 2010). 
This phenomenon of boards “flipping” the majority of members has been recorded in the 
state of Iowa. In 2008, the Iowa Legislature created new laws that changed the process of school 
board elections by modifying Chapter 115 of the elections, voting, and voter registration 
provisions (Laws of the Eighty-Second G.A., 2008). Previously, school board elections were 
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held every year, with each member serving a three-year term. Each district, as a part of its 
reorganization plan, is charged with choosing to be governed by either a five or a seven-member 
board. The new law forced school board members to serve four-year terms and only held public 
elections on odd numbered years. This created a situation where in alternate school board 
elections, a majority of the board members would be up for re-election. It has become very easy 
for a board to “flip” when the public becomes dissatisfied with the overall vision and progress of 
the school district. Within AASA’s conceptualization of superintendent roles and 
responsibilities, the responsibility of a superintendent to be an effective communicator can be a 
factor in relation to the dissatisfaction level of the community. The ability of the superintendent 
to effectively communicate why change is needed, how the change is going to be implemented, 
and how the change is going to affect the community will be a factor in how the community 
reacts to those changes. Dissatisfaction theory is applicable in explaining why a superintendent 
may leave involuntarily, but it does not describe why a superintendent would want to stay. Thus, 
there needs to be another component within the conceptual framework.  
Labor Market Perspective 
Dissatisfaction theory predicts superintendent turnover in cases where school board 
turnover occurs, causing a higher rate of superintendent turnover, but it does not provide an 
explanation for superintendent turnover during long periods of board stability. There are 
superintendents that resign and move to different positions without a change of board members. 
Dissatisfaction theory does not explain why the superintendent leaves even though there has not 
been a change in the majority of board members (Grissom & Andersen, 2010). Thus, a majority 
of superintendents leave their post for reasons other than termination by a newly elected school 
board (Grissom & Andersen, 2010). For example, a survey of superintendents who had changed 
districts provided rationales for leaving in which most respondents gave their reason for leaving 
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as an opportunity to move to a district with a larger enrollment rather than an election of new 
board members (Glass, Bjork, & Brunner, 2000). Grissom and Anderson (2010) contend that a 
broader framework is needed that can incorporate both the kind of involuntary turnover that 
dissatisfied communities may demand and the kind of voluntary turnover that superintendents 
seeking more prestigious positions or better working conditions may create. A “more 
prestigious” school district may be defined as a larger school district that has an economical 
advantage compared to the district the superintendent currently serves. This research will help 
broaden that framework by cross-walking labor market perspective factors with superintendents 
citing a desire to stay in the district for five more years. The five-year definition is used because 
one of the survey questions directly asks the superintendent participating what his career plan 
will be in five years (retire, stay in the district, or leave the district). 
There is not a clear-cut conceptual framework for why superintendents choose to stay or 
why they choose to leave their position. Reasons for leaving a position may include a poor 
working relationship with the board, seeking a higher salary, providing their family with a better 
quality of life, or pressures of accountability (McCurdy, 1992). This reality plays out regularly 
within a job search for a superintendent. With every open superintendent position, each 
superintendent must decide if this position will create a better situation for his life than his 
current position. Each superintendent must measure his current satisfaction with the community, 
amenities for his family, availability of venues for entertainment, if he views the board as an 
asset or liability, and if he views the administrative staff he supervises as an asset or a liability 
compared to the opportunity he has elsewhere. 
Thus, this research adds to the body of knowledge about what labor market factors are 
associated with superintendent turnover or retention. This study also provides a predictive model 
on which labor market factors have the most influence on superintendent retention and turnover. 
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Labor Market Conceptual Framework 
Superintendent turnover might be conceptualized better as an outcome in the labor 
market. This conceptual framework is known as a labor market perspective. Economic labor 
market models to research teacher and school-level administrator mobility have been successful 
in multiple projects (e.g., Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Guarino et al., 2006). Applied to 
superintendents, the labor market perspective puts turnover or retention as a result of a two-sided 
decision. The two sides include labor supply and labor demand. 
On the labor supply side, the superintendent evaluates the costs and benefits of staying in 
his current position against the perceived value of a position elsewhere. The final decision 
whether to leave the district is decided upon by the option which provides the greater benefit-to-
cost differential (Grissom & Anderson, 2010). Within this benefit-cost analysis, a superintendent 
not only evaluates his salary, but also his working conditions, perceived relationship with the 
school board, and other working condition factors. For example, a superintendent who is shared 
between two districts may choose to take a different position with a district, even though the 
salary is the same, because he no longer wants to be working for two different school boards. 
Exits by superintendents based on their considerations of job costs and benefits are described as 
a voluntary turnover (Grissom & Anderson, 2010). 
On the other side of the equation is labor demand. Districts must weigh the costs and 
benefits of retaining their current superintendent against the options of letting him or her go in 
favor of the potentially next best superintendent. Benefits of finding a different superintendent 
may include finding someone who is more motivated, meets and exceeds goals outlined by the 
board, or someone who fits into the norms of the community. Costs of terminating the 
superintendent may include a monetary severance package, the resources and time in hiring a 
search firm, or the political capital lost from fallout of the superintendent’s supporters within the 
21 
 
	
system or within the community. When the labor demand is utilized to determine if a 
superintendent will leave or stay, it is defined as involuntary turnover (Grissom & Anderson, 
2010).  
This research study provides an analysis of factors perceived as a benefit and in contrast, 
factors perceived as a cost of staying in the current position, as assessed by superintendents who 
wish to stay in a district for five more years. Thus, it adds to the body of knowledge on 
superintendent retention and turnover. 
Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is a component of the labor market perspective that impacts a 
superintendent’s decision to stay in his or her current position within a district or leave. To 
understand job satisfaction applied to the question of what makes a superintendent stay, one must 
understand the definition of job satisfaction. There are various ways that psychologists and 
organizational sociologists define job satisfaction. Cranny, Smith, and Stone (1992) define job 
satisfaction as an emotional reaction to a job that results from the incumbent’s comparison of 
actual outcomes with those that are desired. This is an updated definition from earlier research 
that suggested that job satisfaction is a function of the comparison between the reinforced system 
of the work environment and the individual’s needs (Lofquest & Dawis, 1969). For example, a 
superintendent could apply for a superintendent position in a district that claims they need a 
leader who can be visible and accessible to people, but one year into the position this 
superintendent realizes the district actually needs someone with sound financial knowledge. 
Thus, a gap arises between the superintendent’s expectation of experience and what he actually 
experiences. This gap may lead to job dissatisfaction. Job satisfaction can be viewed as a 
pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the self-assessment of one’s job or job 
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experiences (Locke, 1976). Ultimately, a positive emotional state occurs for a superintendent 
when the educational work being done matches the expectations and goals set forth by the board. 
Regardless of the application of job satisfaction theories for superintendents, one constant 
remains. The perception of the superintendent role versus the reality of the role will have an 
emotional impact on the individual, whether it consists of a positive or negative emotional 
reaction. This reaction may lead to job satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the administrator and 
may cause the superintendent to reflect on whether his current experience meets his level of 
acceptability to stay in the current position based on the labor market perspective. 
AASA Conceptualization of Superintendent Roles and Responsibilities 
In addition to the AASA conceptual framework of the social, educational, and 
professional needs of superintendents, AASA outlines five different roles and responsibilities of 
a superintendent. To conceptualize how a superintendent makes his decision on whether he stays 
in his current district or seeks a position in a different district, or how a board becomes 
dissatisfied with the work of the superintendent over time, it is important to understand the roles 
and responsibilities of a modern superintendent and how they have evolved over time. Evolving 
roles and responsibilities are important to connect to superintendent turnover and retention 
because the labor market perspective utilizes job satisfaction as a factor of superintendents 
leaving a district. Part of job satisfaction can be measured as what the superintendent perceives 
as the emotional outcome compared to what the superintendents’ actual outcome would be. 
AASA conceptualizes five major roles within the responsibilities of the superintendent: (1) 
teacher-scholar, (2) business manager, (3) statesperson/political leader, (4) applied social 
scientist, and (5) effective communicator. Job satisfaction can affect superintendent retention 
when expectations do not align. For example, if a superintendent is hired because he believes he 
is very knowledgeable in school finance (business manager), but the district really needs a strong 
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effective communicator, job satisfaction may be compromised. Hiring a superintendent 
knowledgeable in school finance while the district really needs an effective communicator could 
create a situation where the superintendent quickly becomes dissatisfied with his current position 
because it does not match his skill set. 
Teacher-Scholar 
As a teacher-scholar, the superintendent’s role is to be the educational leader of the 
district. From the time the position was originally created in the late 1830s until the early 
twentieth century, the primary focus of the superintendent was implementing a state curriculum 
and supervising teachers (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005). This trend was also supported and well 
documented in Managers of Virtue (Tyack & Hansot,1982), which highlighted public school 
leadership in America between 1820 and 1980.  Superintendents in the 1800s and early 1900s 
were heavily involved in the National Education Association (NEA) because it was a 
professional organization, and they never viewed themselves as separate from educators. Their 
job was to educate students. Now, instead of directly educating the student in a classroom, the 
superintendent is expected to manage and lead an educational system through setting 
expectations and holding the system accountable.  
Business Manager 
During the industrial revolution, the role of a superintendent as a business manager 
developed. Many school boards in large city districts believed that innovations applied to 
booming industries should and could be applied to public schools (Norton, Webb, Dlugosh, & 
Sybouts, 1996; Bjork & Kowalski, 2005). Reform of industrial business pushed superintendents 
from being educators into being business practitioners. Superintendents were tasked to apply 
business strategies and practices to education. In the movement of mass production, 
superintendents were asked to make school as financially efficient as possible. Social aspects like 
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the industrial revolution changed the way superintendents operated and were viewed by society. 
So, a superintendent who believed he was a very effective teacher or scholar now needed to 
decide if becoming an effective business manager in a school, aligned with his job expectations. 
In dissatisfaction theory context, a school board needed to decide if their current superintendent 
met the board’s expectations for initiating business practices into their district. If not, the board 
may decide to begin the process of searching for a new superintendent. 
Statesman/Political Leader 
As the industrial revolution subsided, the Great Depression arose, and with it came 
another change for the role of the superintendent. During the Great Depression, people came to 
resent management because of the relationship it had with the stock market crash. Money was 
scarce, and it became very unpopular to fund public schools. Superintendents were expected by 
boards of education to galvanize support for public education (Howlett, 1993). In order to build 
public support for schools, superintendents were tasked with public relationship campaigns to 
show the importance of public education and the continuing need to fund it. The new role was 
defined as the “superintendent as a statesman.” The role of the superintendent evolved once 
more, changing from being a businessperson to becoming a person who could influence the 
public into believing in the values of public education. In the context of a labor market 
perspective, a superintendent now needed to be able to develop relationships with communities 
and garner the community’s support for his district. Building relationships to garner public 
support for education takes a different skill set than applying business principles to education and 
creating the most cost-efficient school system. Building relationships and garnering public 
support also requires public speaking and presentation skills. The expansion of roles and 
responsibilities may have caused some superintendents to look at whether there were better 
opportunities where there was a more supportive community. Research regarding shifting roles is 
25 
 
	
important to understand the factors a superintendent evaluates when comparing a current position 
against an open position in a more urban or economically fruitful area that could be more 
appealing. District-level leadership in a more urban or economically fruitful area could 
potentially not require so much focus on the superintendent’s financial skills.  
Applied Social Scientist 
The next conceptualization of the role of superintendents developed during the mid-
1950s. In the 1950s, WWII had ended and there were demographic changes occurring in 
America. There was suddenly an abundance of school age children entering public schools. The 
issue was also compounded by the boom of suburban sprawl (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005). The 
underlying intent of this fourth role was to develop superintendents who possessed a greater 
sensitivity to large social problems through an interdisciplinary approach of the social sciences 
(Kellogg Foundation, 1961). Superintendents were tasked with the responsibility to make change 
based on research practices. Accountability to the locally elected board of education through data 
was beginning to emerge in public schools. The superintendent, as an applied social scientist, 
became tasked with helping solve social and diplomatic problems, such as segregation and social 
justice, through education. Examples of this evolution of tasks now could include movements of 
social justice and equality for all students in public schools. During this time, complex societal 
issues such as poverty, racism, drug addiction, employment status, and teaching tolerance and 
acceptance were put on the shoulders of superintendents. Thus, from a labor market perspective, 
the superintendent needed to consider his position and compare it to an available position in a 
larger urban or suburban community. A larger urban or suburban community would have more 
local resources and staff to support the superintendent in serving students. This phenomenon 
aligns with Grissom and Mitani’s (2016) research findings that superintendents tend to 
systematically move towards larger districts. Moving towards a larger district allowed a 
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superintendent to have layers of support (i.e., assistant superintendents, directors etc.) that they 
would not have in a smaller school district. 
Effective Communicator 
The final evolution of the superintendent’s role is that of the communicator. 
Superintendents have always had to communicate, but rather than it being a one-way message to 
people, the modern superintendent must be able to build upon collaboration to achieve results. 
To do this, he must build and maintain positive relationships with a broad spectrum of 
stakeholder groups to engage them in conversation and receive support (Kowalski, Petersen, & 
Fusarelli, 2007). Thus, the overarching theme for the superintendent as a communicator is that 
the superintendent must not only direct people, but engage them in a conversation to build upon 
a shared vision through positive relationships. One key difference between the superintendent as 
a communicator and that of a statesman is the contemporary strategy of building a shared vision 
through positive relationships and effectively leading people subordinates, not just 
communicating to the public about the importance of public education (Kowalski, Petersen, & 
Fusarelli, 2007). 	 Special consideration is given to the modern-day superintendent in regard to 
communication when given the additional factor of social media. In a recent research study about 
use of social media by superintendents, over half of the superintendents involved felt the use of 
social media tools are no longer optional, but required (Cox, 2012). Communication via social 
media does not necessarily come naturally to all types of leaders. However, given the benefits of 
the use of social media to interact and engage with educational stakeholders, this type of 
communication will most likely continue to grow. The interactions between administrators and 
their stakeholders and their ability to instantly communicate important items such as safety 
issues and announcements are essential (Cox, 2012). It may be difficult to imagine, for those in 
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the early generations of being a superintendent, that a smartphone with access to Twitter would 
be an essential element in the life of a superintendent in the future, but this is an example of how 
the role of the superintendent has evolved. 	 Further understanding is required regarding how the evolution of roles is interpreted. 
These roles are not perceived as a linear or sequential progression but rather are a spiraling of 
additional roles and responsibilities added to the superintendent’s position over time. The 
researcher, based on the analysis of the literature to summarize a modern day superintendent, 
created this figure. Since the roles are perceived as a spiraling of additional roles and 
responsibilities to the superintendent’s position over time, dissatisfaction theory and labor market 
perspective continue to be important factors in superintendent turnover. The evolution of roles 
highlights how hiring a successful modern-day superintendent takes roles and responsibilities 
that require each school board to analyze what values and beliefs they have and what strengths 
they need from the superintendent the district employs. On the labor perspective side 
specifically, the superintendent must understand his strengths, and reflect on if the strengths he 
has are better served by staying in his current position or looking for a position in a different 
district. 
The Council of the Great City Schools may best summarize this illustration of the modern 
superintendent conceptualization by the AASA: 
Urban school superintendents hold one of the most important and challenging jobs in 
America’s education system. In this era of accountability and standards, superintendents 
are charged with making visible and rapid improvements in the academic achievement of 
the nations’ most vulnerable children. They must break down barriers to reform and build 
capacity for quality teaching and learning in their schools. They must unite parents, 
educators, school boards, and community leaders behind a clear and coherent vision of 
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instructional purpose. Amidst the highly politicized environments of big city school 
districts, superintendents must serve as mediators, statesmen, and agents of change. 
(Council of the Great City Schools, 2008, p. 1).  
There is not a one-size-fits-all model of a superintendent. The superintendent cannot rely upon 
only some needs, such as being fiscally conservative or having a clear understanding of 
curriculum and instruction, to maintain the position. To be successful, he must have the 
flexibility to move in and out of the different roles of a superintendent depending on the 
situation. 
The modern superintendent must have a solid understanding of school finance but also 
must be able to communicate a mission and vision to a multitude of diverse people. The modern 
superintendent must be a master of all five roles. Although some school districts may prioritize 
one of these roles when searching for their next superintendent, a successful superintendent will 
be selected based on their knowledge and skills in these areas (Alsbury 2003, 2004, 2008). 
History and Negative Impact of Administrative Turnover 
When discussing and analyzing the problem of superintendent turnover, the 
organizational culture of the school district bears the most significant impact. Not only is the 
CEO being replaced, which may mean a change in vision or priority, but along with that change 
comes the time required to rebuild a working relationship with the board who hires the 
superintendent and the staff being led by the new superintendent. A district may continually hire 
a new superintendent every two to three years, only to see each superintendent moving onto a 
“bigger and better” district. Superintendent turnover feeds into low staff morale and a school 
board wondering why they cannot keep a superintendent for an extended period of time. The 
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picture painted here is a community left as a victim of leadership instability at the district level 
leadership, leading to generations of children who are not college or career ready.  
There is a great misconception that superintendent tenure is a revolving door. The reality 
is, while there are certainly exceptional cases, the superintendent tenure is five to seven years 
nationally (AASA, 2006; Natkin, Geralk, Cooper, Bruce, Alborano, James, Padilla, Arthur, 
Ghosh, 2002; Byrd, Drews, & Johnson, 2006). In the 2013-2014 school year, superintendents in 
the state of Iowa averaged eight years of district experience, according to the Iowa Department 
of Education, Bureau of Information and Analysis Service “Basic Educational Data Survey” 
(Iowa Association of School Boards, 2014). Nevertheless, there are school districts with histories 
of frequent turnover, and there is reason to expect on both experiential and theoretical grounds, 
that such systems are likely to be chaotic (Natkin, et al., 2002). For example, small rural school 
districts that are seen as stepping stones to a larger more urban school district may undergo more 
transitions. Superintendent turnover scenarios of this nature leave rural staff and school boards 
feeling like turnover is inevitable. Without consistency of a district vision, priorities, or 
expectations, superintendent turnover can leave communities in turmoil, with frustrated school 
staff members who become resistant to the change efforts of future administrators (Kamrath & 
Brunner, 2014). In my own rural school district, I was the fifth superintendent hired in six years, 
thus requiring time to establish and build a working relationship with the board and staff. These 
examples and literature provide insight into answering the question of what a district may do to 
potentially reduce the number of superintendent transitions that occur. 
It is also important to note that the tenure for urban superintendents across the nation is 
far less than the national average for all superintendents. While the national average was five to 
seven years, superintendents in urban school districts stayed only 3.64 years (Council of the 
Great City Schools, 2010). However, even though urban school averages are less, tenure has 
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increased from 2.33 years in 1999 to 3.64 years in 2010 (Council of the Great City Schools, 
2010). In addition, twenty-nine percent of Council of the Great City Schools superintendents in 
2010 have been in office for five or more years, up from 12 percent in 1999 (Council of the 
Great City Schools, 2010). This study of labor market perspective relative to superintendent 
turnover may add to the knowledge of why this phenomenon occurs. Are there characteristics of 
urban school districts that make superintendents not want to stay? Is there a cost benefit line that 
is crossed where compensation does not outweigh the negative job satisfaction endured? Or is 
dissatisfaction theory a better explanation for why superintendents do not stay in an urban district 
longer? This research has added to the body of knowledge that the size of school district is an 
indicator in whether a superintendent stays or leaves. 
Research permits the prediction that the trend of five to seven years of tenure for 
superintendents will change in the very near future. As a part of AASA’s American School 
Superintendent: 2010 Decennial Study, only 51% of the respondents planned on still being a 
superintendent in 2015. Cunningham and Burdick (1999) suggested school board 
micromanagement and stress/time demands of the position are contributing factors to this 
projected higher level of turnover. Micromanagement and stress can be related to the emotional 
and professional needs of a superintendent in the context of the AASA definitions. For example, 
a superintendent may be searching for a school board that trusts his judgment and wants to 
operate as an effective governance team. Emotionally, the stress of not having such a relationship 
becomes a burden on a superintendent’s life and begins to have a negative impact on his quality 
of life. Finally, the time demands of a superintendent may put an undue burden on his family as 
they try to balance work and life.  
When using the same Iowa data set to compare district years of experience, over 30% of 
current practicing superintendents are eligible for retirement. The state of Iowa has incurred a 
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19% turnover in superintendents over the past two years (Iowa Association of School Board, 
2017). Another factor, specifically straining on the professional needs of a superintendent, is the 
continued increase in school districts that share a superintendent. For the 2017-2018 school year, 
in the state of Iowa, 55 superintendents are shared among 112 school districts, compared to 45 
superintendents being shared among 90 school districts in 2014-2015 school year (IASB, 2017). 
In these situations, a superintendent does not lead only one district and serve only one board, but 
two. District sharing circumstances put additional pressure on a superintendent to be flexible in 
his skill sets to best serve two different school districts with different goals. Being a shared 
superintendent also creates role conflicts when the skill sets needed in one district he serves may 
not be the same skill set needed in the other district he serves. It will become imperative for 
school districts sharing a CEO to immediately begin to understand how to retain their 
superintendent as positions inevitably begin to open. 
Negative Effect of Administrative Turnover 
The importance of district leadership to the success of a school is easily understood at a 
theoretical level. Research points to the relationship between effective district leadership and 
increased student achievement (Kamrath & Brunner, 2014; McREL, 2006; Natkin, et al, 2002). 
Moreover, in the book District Leadership That Works, a meta-analysis found a statistically 
significant relationship (with a 0.24 positive correlation) between district level educational 
leadership and student achievement (Marzano & Waters, 2006). District level leadership creates 
the mission and vision of a school district through shared leadership and input from staff. Based 
on the mission and vision of a school district, goals are created, resources are allocated, teachers 
are hired, and building level leadership is put into place. District level leadership oversees the 
curriculum and alignment of the comprehensive school system. Research commissioned by the 
Wallace Foundation concluded that leadership is second in strength of impacting student 
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achievement only to classroom instruction (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). 
In situations where districts are low achieving, effective leadership has the greatest impact over 
student achievement (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). Historically, there are 
districts that have been unable to retain superintendents long-term, leaving schools without the 
consistent top-level leadership needed to meet contemporary educational challenges (Kamrath & 
Brunner, 2014). These challenges include resistance from staff to initiatives proposed by the new 
superintendent and administrative team, time needed to establish a working relationship with the 
school board, and a perception that superintendent turnover is inevitable. Districts need effective 
leadership with tenure to provide stability for the system to improve. Fullan (2007) has indicated 
that it takes five years from the time an initiative is introduced to the time positive student 
achievement is seen. If it takes five years to see effective system change in student achievement, 
but the superintendent is leaving in less than five years, only to be replaced with a new 
superintendent with a new vision, school districts can be caught in a negative cycle and may not 
see the positive effects of change. 
Any administrative turnover can have a negative impact on student achievement. 
Although not always direct, the indirect but significant influence on instructional effectiveness 
and management tasks can be seen (Alsbury, 2008). This impact on student achievement is most 
associated with a shift in policy, practice, or district vision. Since no two superintendents are the 
same, philosophies about policies, practice, and the direction the district needs to go for 
improvement may also be different. Examples of these changes in policy, practice, or district 
vision that affect student achievement were evaluated by Petersen and Barnett (2005) as part of 
their research on superintendents becoming instructional leaders instead of managers. Petersen 
and Barnett’s findings were that indirect changes linked to improved student achievement 
included superintendent functions such as (a) collaboratively developing goals with 
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administrators/board, (b) evaluating instructional effectiveness, (c) planning for instruction, (d) 
developing principals as instructional leaders, (e) selecting personnel, (f) facilitating staff 
development, (g) collaboratively developing a vision for instruction, and (h) evaluating and 
monitoring instructional progress. These functions, which are the responsibility of the 
superintendent, can be disconnected when there is a transition of leadership (Kamrath & 
Brunner, 2014).  
Since this study is answering the question of why superintendents would stay, not why 
they leave, it is important to show a positive relationship between a superintendent’s tenure and 
student achievement. Research studies have indicated a correlation between superintendent 
tenure and improvement in the district’s achievement (Simpson, 2013; Plotts & Gutmore, 2014). 
Specifically, Simpson (2013) described that the optimal improvement of student achievement 
happened when a superintendent tenure was more than five years. This is an important claim 
because it matched the lower range of the average tenure (five to seven years) of a 
superintendent across the nation. Simpson’s work also mirrored Fullan’s claims that five years of 
the same leadership is not enough. A cycle of superintendents leaving every three to five years 
creates a quandary for district school boards. Just when positive effects of the changes made by a 
superintendent are beginning to be evident for the school district, the superintendent leaves. 
When the next leader arrives, more changes are made, and the negative cycle of superintendent 
turnover continues. 
Superintendent Turnover 	
Approximately 20% of superintendents turn over each year, with more than half of them 
leaving the superintendency altogether by retirement or by leaving the field of education 
(Grissom & Mitani, 2016). Politics, board turnover, board involvement in personnel issues, and 
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lack of clarity in roles have been cited as reasons for superintendent turnover (Elliff, 2012). Over 
the years, as roles and responsibilities of the superintendent have changed, some of the reasons 
why superintendents voluntarily or involuntarily turnover have not changed. A combination of 
high poverty in the district, low support for construction, and school board micromanagement 
has been found to be associated with shorter superintendent tenure (Natkin, et al, 2002). Natkin 
et al. also cited consolidation, not just the sharing of a superintendent, of school systems to be 
traumatic to communities, which results in superintendents moving sooner rather than later. 
School and district consolidation is a very important dilemma facing Iowa school districts. The 
total number of school districts in the state is decreasing each year because of mergers or 
consolidations (Iowa Department of Education, 2017). Consolidations leading to fewer districts 
along with district-wide decreases in socioeconomic status (Iowa Department of Education, 
2017) and continued funding constraints on Iowa schools are more important than ever to 
understand what factors superintendents utilize in the labor market perspective to decide if they 
should stay in their current position. 
A research study by Grissom and Mitani (2016) summarized their three major findings 
about superintendent mobility: 
First, superintendents appear to sort toward districts with more advantaged student 
populations. There are no significant differences in the minority populations. Second, 
superintendents systematically move to larger districts in more urban contexts. Finally, 
and most strikingly, we observe a salary bump associated with moving of about 
$10,000…a 12% increase (Grissom & Mitani, 2016, p. 379). 
This statement highlights the superintendent turnover from a labor market perspective. In each of 
these situations the superintendent had to analyze his current position and compare it to another 
position. Many factors (percentage of advantaged students, larger enrollment, and more 
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compensation) all must be analyzed on the grounds of if the prospective job is better than the one 
the current one from a labor market perspective. In addition, research also found that 76% of the 
superintendents who were moving to a different job were leaving a rural district (Grissom & 
Mitani, 2016). This finding has grave implications for districts in the state of Iowa, since 67% of 
the school districts are rural and serve less than 1,000 students (IASB, 2017). Thus, studying 
what factors are associated with superintendent retention and turnover may allow a district to 
better understand how to retain a superintendent who meets the expectations and needs of a 
district.  
Principal Retention 
 While principals serve as a subordinate of the superintendent, they serve an important 
administrative function in public schools. In the state of Iowa, principals are evaluated by the 
superintendent based on the Iowa Standards for School Leaders. Based on their job function and 
the leadership standards, reviewing why principals choose to stay in a district might provide 
insight into why superintendents may also stay in a district. Nationally, only 50% of principals 
make it past their third year of being a principal for a school (Fuller & Young, 2010). 
 Research on retention challenges and retention strategies of principals in the Midwest 
found that the highest rated retention challenges included low or uncompetitive salaries, 
geographic isolation, social isolation, social environment and culture, working conditions, and 
proximity to higher paying districts (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). Of these retention 
challenges, geographic isolation was rated highest among principals. This research specifically 
alludes to the challenges of rural school districts and the culture in which these administrators 
live. When living in a rural district, there is no place for the principal to be an anonymous citizen 
of the community (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). There may be other factors involved with 
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geographic isolation such as relative location to entertainment, or access to family amenities such 
as groceries, entertainment, and gas stations. The challenge is to keep quality educational leaders 
in remote areas, especially when they have the opportunity to increase their compensation and be 
in a location closer to amenities.  
 The same study illustrated several different methods that districts were utilizing to retain 
principals. The strategies included effective mentor and induction programs, offering support for 
administrators, creating a positive school culture, using technology, investing in professional 
development, increased salaries and benefits, and involving communities to welcome and 
support the principal (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). The concept of “growing your own” 
principal was also discussed as a retention tool. This method involves grooming a teacher leader 
into an educational leader at the building level. Respondents cited this as a positive tool that 
combated the geographical location issue, primarily because by growing their own principal, the 
person was already assimilated into the geographic location of the school. 
 This theory of promoting from within is challenged by Papa (2007), who contends that 
principals hired from within the district and with fewer than five years of district experience are 
60.8 percent less likely to be retained. Papa (2007) also stated that the likelihood of staying more 
than five years increases to 93 percent for principals hired outside the district compared to 84.8 
percent within the district. Papa’s research (2007) defined retention as staying in the district for 
at least four years. Overall, his theory suggests that a higher proportion of at-risk students and 
less qualified teachers hinders a district’s potential to retain a high quality principal. The counter 
factor to these challenges was higher compensation. Thus, from a labor market perspective, 
principals must determine the cost benefit of staying within their current district or moving to a 
different district. For example, the principal must weigh the social, emotional, and professional 
assets and liabilities to the social, emotional, and professional assets and liabilities of the open 
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position. Similar to educational needs of superintendents, if the open position has a lower 
proportion of at-risk students and more qualified teachers, there may be better working 
conditions for the principal. 
 In addition to compensation as a benefit, a qualitative study by Hickman found several 
themes related to successful retention of principals. These themes included (a) leadership, the 
principals’ experience and preparation; (b) interpersonal skills, their priority in maintaining and 
utilizing already established ties and connections while building relationships with students and 
faculty; and (c) administrative abilities, the individual’s ability to delegate and build leadership 
capacity among the staff (Hickman, 2011). This unique perspective articulates the importance of 
the preparation required in becoming a principal and then the support needed after becoming a 
principal to be successful.  
The needs of principals’ mirrors the AASA conceptual framework needed of 
superintendents’ social, educational, and professional needs. Principals have professional needs 
of obtaining more degrees, quality professional development, and a district that supports degree 
advancement. Principals have educational needs of serving in a district that challenges their 
abilities, being part of a cohesive team that focuses on student achievement, and living in a 
community that respects and values administrators. Finally, principals have social needs of living 
in a community where they want to raise a family, have a close group of friends that can respect 
boundaries of the principal position, and have opportunities for adult or family entertainment in 
close proximity. These principal needs also mirror the evolution of superintendent roles and 
responsibilities over time, from a superintendent being a teacher-scholar to being an effective 
communicator. In the beginning, principals were teachers. Now principals are expected to be the 
ultimate educational leader with the people skills to build leadership capacity as well as being the 
communicator of the great things happening in their building. Thus, this research is important to 
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provide more knowledge of superintendent retention and turnover, because the principal relies 
heavily on the support of the superintendent to be effective leaders.  
Superintendent Retention 
 
For superintendent retention, this review focuses on what factors superintendents were 
providing as a reason to stay or leave a position. For example, Grissom and Mitani’s (2016) 
analysis arrived at the intuitive and unsurprising result that higher salaries lead to lower 
likelihoods of superintendent turnover. Lower likelihood of turnover means higher likelihood of 
retention.  Other research also correlates higher job satisfaction and decreased likelihood of 
turnover with higher salary (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2012; Parker, 
1996; Byrd, Drews, & Johnson 2006; Grissom & Andersen, 2012; Grissom & Mitani, 2016; 
Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). A higher salary could potentially be a positive factor for a 
superintendent to meet his social and professional needs. Socially, it allows a superintendent to 
have a higher standard of living. Professionally, it is important among administrators to be at or 
above the regional salary comparisons of their peers (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). Salary 
comparisons are easily accessible in the state of Iowa and are published annually by the Iowa 
Association of School Boards. 
 Higher salary for superintendents and principals was also linked to larger school districts. 
The Council of the Great City Schools, which represents the 65 largest school districts in the 
nation, celebrated an increase of 56% in tenure from 1999 to 2010 (CGCS, 2010).  The CGCS 
(2010) claimed that while superintendent salary does not have a simple linear relationship with 
tenure, there does appear to be a relationship between superintendent salary and district 
enrollment. In short, superintendents in larger districts tend to earn more money than in smaller 
school districts, suggesting that the financial compensation for urban superintendents varies 
according to size of district and responsibilities associated with such districts.  This claim aligns 
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with Grissom and Mitani’s (2016) research that uncovered substantial evidence that 
superintendents tend to move away from positions in rural districts toward positions in more 
populated urban and suburban areas. Movement of superintendents to urban areas also connects 
to their professional and educational needs. Larger and more populated areas allow for more 
prestigious positions. Examples for the prestigious description of district may include higher 
salary, more benefits, and more social amenities, all of which are factors in the labor market 
perspective.  
Summary 
 The factors that contribute to both superintendent turnover and superintendent retention 
spiral around the social, educational, and professional needs of superintendents. Turnover can be 
voluntary or involuntary. Thus, the conceptual framework outlined included research on 
dissatisfaction theory as well as the labor market perspective. Conflict with the board, the direct 
supervisor of superintendents, can affect job satisfaction factors related to the social needs of 
superintendents. Geographic isolation and the search for more prestigious superintendent 
positions also contribute to seeking a position elsewhere. The goal through this research is to add 
to the body of knowledge of how dissatisfaction theory and labor market perspective is 
associated with superintendent retention and turnover. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this secondary data analysis study is to determine if there are statistically 
significant factors related to superintendent retention and turnover, and to create a predictive 
model of superintendent retention based on the AASA conceptual framework of educational, 
social, and professional needs of superintendents and the labor market perspective.  
This research utilized a nationally collected data source from the School Superintendents 
Association (AASA), the American School Superintendent 2010 Decennial Survey. The AASA 
survey was the most recent tool utilized on a national level and therefore, the most appropriate 
for this analysis. AASA only reported frequencies and percentages for response items in their 
report because the responses represent a working population reflecting the perceptions of 
standing superintendents (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011).  This 
standard of practice is due to the potential damage to current superintendents by making 
analytical claims about their working conditions. Solely reporting frequencies and percentages, 
the method utilized by the AASA, is not conducive to advanced statistical analysis of the data. 
Thus, the factors associated with possible retention of superintendents to fill the gap needed to 
add to the body of knowledge of superintendent retention were further analyzed. A secondary 
data analysis will provide a greater understanding into specific predictors of superintendent 
retention. 
Research Questions 
This study examines the following research questions: 
1. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, is there a statistically significant difference between 
superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another 
five years compared to those who did not related to AASA’s framework of social, 
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educational, and professional needs of a superintendent and labor market factors? 
(A full crosswalk may be referenced in Table 1 in Methodology section of 
Chapter 3) 
a. Labor Market Factors (Variables) Include: 
i. Level of influence by state officials, 
ii. Primary reason why your school board employed you as 
superintendent, 
iii. Characterizations of the community, 
iv. Superintendent’s level of involvement in the local community, 
v. Level of influence by the superintendent, 
vi. Level of influence by community special interest groups, 
vii. Level of influence by state school board associations, 
viii. Level of influence by local elected officials, 
ix. Characterization of the extent to which you have positive 
relationships with your school board members, 
x. Summarization of how successful you feel you are as a 
superintendent, 
xi. Status in the local community, 
xii. Satisfied with career choice as a superintendent, 
xiii. Satisfied with your district, 
xiv. Satisfied with your school board, 
xv. Satisfied with compensation, 
xvi. Years of experience as a superintendent, 
xvii. Number of different public schools served in, 
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xviii. First superintendent position was offered by where already 
employed, 
xix. Perceived asset or liability of; 
1. Racial/ethnic diversity in the community, 
2. Media coverage, 
3. State mandates and accountability standards, 
4. Federal mandates and accountability standards, 
5. State funding, 
6. Federal funding, 
7. Local funding, 
8. Employee unions, 
9. Community involvement, 
10. Student behavior, 
11. Employee behavior, 
12. School board member behavior, 
13. Competition from charter schools, 
14. Competition from private schools, 
15. Parental/family support for students, 
16. Athletic programs, 
17. Legal interventions, 
18. Administrative staff, 
19. Teaching staff, 
20. Non-professional support staff, 
21. Vision and planning, 
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22. District climate and culture, 
23. School facilities. 
xx. Merit and performance compensation, 
xxi. Performance rating by school board, 
xxii. Percent of time school board approve recommendations, 
xxiii. Perception of school board approval of recommendations, 
xxiv. Additional perceived asset or liability of; 
1. School board members, 
2. Community involvement, 
3. Current salary, 
4. Current fringe benefits, 
5. State department of education. 
xxv. Level of emphasis as an instructional leader, 
xxvi. Level of emphasis as a manager, 
xxvii. Level of emphasis as a statesman, political leader, 
xxviii. Level of emphasis as an applied social scientist, 
xxix. Level of emphasis as an effective communicator, 
2. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, is there a statistically significant difference between 
superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another 
five years compared to those who did not related to superintendent and school 
demographic information? 
a. Demographic Information Include: 
i. Years of experience as a superintendent, 
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ii. Age, 
iii. Age of first superintendent position, 
iv. Student enrollment of the district, 
v. Gender. 
3. For school superintendents who participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, to what extent do AASA’s framework of social, 
educational, and professional needs of a superintendent and labor market factors 
predict superintendents wanting to stay in the district for another five years? 
 
Crosswalk of Variables to Category of Need and Labor Market vs. Dissatisfaction Theory 
 To articulate how the variables are defined, a crosswalk of the variables was created to 
categorize variables according to major conceptual areas outlined in chapter two.  Table 1 
outlines a author-created crosswalk of variables, indicating which category of need that variable 
is associated with according to the AASA conceptual framework of educational, social, and 
professional needs of superintendents, and whether that variable is related to the labor market 
perspective or Dissatisfaction Theory. These variables mirror the survey questions from AASA’s 
national survey. Since there was not a codebook for the data received from AASA, determining 
which category of need applied was based upon reviewing the definition of each need and 
comparing it to the variable. To determine whether it applied to the Labor Market Perspective or 
Dissatisfaction Theory, each variable was compared to the conceptual framework and definitions 
of both the Labor Market Perspective and Dissatisfaction theory. 
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Table 1. Crosswalk of Variables, Category of Need, and Labor Market vs. Dissatisfaction Theory 
 
Labor Market Factors 
(Variables) Include: Category of Need 
Labor Market or 
Dissatisfaction Theory 
Level of influence by state officials Educational Labor Market 
Primary reason why your school 
board employed you as 
superintendent 
Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Characterizations of the community Social Labor Market 
Superintendent’s level of 
involvement in the local community Social Labor Market 
Level of influence by the 
superintendent. Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Level of influence by community 
special interest groups Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Level of influence by state school 
board associations Professional Dissatisfaction Theory 
Level of influence by local elected 
officials Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Characterization of the extent to 
which you have positive 
relationships with your school board 
members 
Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Summarization of how successful 
you feel you are as a superintendent Social Labor Market 
Status in the local community Social Labor Market 
Satisfied with career choice as a 
superintendent Educational Labor Market 
Satisfied with your district Educational Labor Market 
Satisfied with your school board Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Satisfied with compensation Social Labor Market 
Years of experience as a 
superintendent Professional Dissatisfaction Theory 
Number of different public schools 
served in Educational Labor Market 
First superintendent position was 
offered by where already employed. Educational Labor Market 
Merit and performance 
compensation Social Labor Market 
Performance rating by school board Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Percent of time school board 
approve recommendations Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Perception of school board approval 
of recommendations Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Labor Market Factors 
(Variables) Include: Category of Need 
Labor Market or 
Dissatisfaction Theory 
Level of emphasis as an 
instructional leader Educational Labor Market 
Level of emphasis as a manager Educational Labor Market 
Level of emphasis as a statesman, 
political leader Educational Labor Market 
Level of emphasis as an applied 
social scientist Educational Labor Market 
Level of emphasis as an effective 
communicator Educational Labor Market 
Perceived problems in current 
district Social Dissatisfaction Theory 
Perceived asset or liability of;   Racial/ethnic diversity in the 
community Social Labor Market 
Media coverage Educational Labor Market 
State mandates and accountability 
standards Educational Labor Market 
Federal mandates and 
accountability standards Educational Labor Market 
State funding Educational Labor Market 
Federal funding Educational Labor Market 
Local funding Educational Labor Market 
Employee unions Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Community involvement Social Dissatisfaction Theory 
Student behavior Educational Labor Market 
Employee behavior Educational Labor Market 
School board member behavior Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Competition from charter schools Educational Labor Market 
Competition from private schools Educational Labor Market 
Parental/family support for students Educational Labor Market 
Athletic programs Educational Labor Market 
Legal interventions Educational Labor Market 
Administrative staff Educational Labor Market 
Teaching staff Educational Labor Market 
Non-Educational support staff Educational Labor Market 
Vision and planning Educational Labor Market 
District climate and culture Social Dissatisfaction Theory 
School facilities Educational Labor Market 
School board members Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 
Community involvement Educational Labor Market 
Current salary Social Labor Market 
Current fringe benefits Social Labor Market 
State department of education Professional Labor Market 
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Since the literature on superintendent retention and turnover is thin, the purpose of this 
table was to create a better connection between the variables within the AASA survey and 
factors in superintendent retention or turnover. AASA’s data is robust, but without a codebook, it 
was necessary to create a conceptual reference point for the variables. To provide validity to this 
method, the researcher had superintendent peers review the crosswalk with the provided 
definitions to ensure accuracy. By better matching variables to the social, educational, and 
professional needs of superintendents, and by referencing dissatisfaction theory or labor market 
perspective, this research builds upon the knowledge of why superintendents may stay in a 
district or leave. 
Methods 
 This research study was a secondary data analysis of selected portions of AASA’s 2010 
State of the Superintendency Study data. Only selected portions of the survey were retrieved 
because policies of the AASA outline only 30% of any given data set received by AASA may be 
distributed to individual members for research purposes.  The methodology utilized by the 
AASA to collect the data is detailed within chapter three. Since this is a study that is created and 
implemented every ten years, each report utilizes questions that emphasize the contemporary 
issues and concerns at the time of the survey.  
Data Sources 
AASA Study Population 
All superintendents employed in local school districts who were providing direct 
educational services to students were defined as eligible for this research study. Individuals with 
the title of superintendent, but who did not meet the criteria of this definition were not surveyed 
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(e.g., a state superintendent of education). Approximately 12,600 individuals were eligible to 
participate at the time of data collection, with 1,867 superintendents (15%) electing to 
participate. This is consistent with the participation rate in 2000, when 2,262 out of 13,728 
superintendents (16%) chose to participate (Glass, Bjork, & Brunner, 2000). No incentives were 
offered or provided to participants in the survey. Lower participation rates are expected when 
compared to organizational surveys without incentives for participation (Baruch & Holtom, 
2008). Every state in the United States is represented within the participants, as are professionals 
of different ages, genders, and years of experience. Varied geographic and demographic 
representation of superintendents allows for a variety of geographic and demographic 
representation within job facets of the roles and responsibilities that correlate with superintendent 
retention and turnover. 
Instrumentation 
In AASA’s national study, perceptions of superintendents currently performing the 
responsibilities of the position were assessed relative to facets of their job assignment from 
multiple perspectives expressed via responses on an electronic survey. The survey contained 88 
items with varying formats. The varying formats included closed multiple choices, where 
participants could only choose one response, and items where participants could choose multiple 
responses that applied to their perception. For example, a closed multiple-choice question asked 
participants how often you read research relevant to the superintendent position. Response 
options included frequently, occasionally, rarely, and never. Due to AASA policies, only thirty 
percent of the items could be requested for review. The survey questions were analyzed and 
questions directly related to job satisfaction and demographics were selected. 
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The author initially contacted AASA in July of 2014. AASA’s point of contact for survey 
information and data is Noelle Ellerson, Associate Executive Director of Policy and Advocacy. 
AASA requested a letter describing what data was being requested and how the author planned 
to use the information. In August of 2014, Ms. Ellerson responded by asking the author to 
narrow down the number of data points being requested. After more clarifying correspondence 
on survey questions, AASA released the data to the author in August of 2015. The author 
requested the code book that corresponded with the survey, but was told a code book did not 
exist. 
 AASA first surveyed superintendents beginning in 1923 and has since given a national 
survey every ten years (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). AASA utilized 
two categories for survey questions. The first category surveyed was historical data collection 
and the second category was perceived contemporary issues. Historical data collection questions 
could be found on previous superintendent decennial surveys. Other questions would be added to 
align with current contemporary issues in the field, such as the influence on technology in the 
superintendent’s day-to-day responsibilities. In alignment with AASA’s historical data 
collection, items met at least one of two criteria to be a part of the national survey. First, they 
aligned with previous survey questions to provide continuity on the historical perspective of 
superintendents. For example, historically, AASA has always asked superintendents to rate their 
level of job satisfaction. Second, items were included in the survey which addressed 
contemporary issues of the time during which the survey was being implemented. For example, a 
contemporary question asked in 2010 was how technology added to the stress level of 
superintendents. The purpose of the second criteria was to gain a better understanding as it 
relates to new legislation or reform for public education. For example, superintendents were able 
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to rate whether or not the federal mandates of “No Child Left Behind” were seen as an asset or a 
liability for their profession. 
 Once the authors of the AASA selected potential items for the decennial study survey, a 
national panel of experts vetted the items to provide validity. Two qualifications were considered 
for panel members: their past experiences as practicing superintendents in the public school 
setting or their current experiences as professors (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & 
Ellerson, 2011). The panel of experts was asked to review the proposed survey instrument and 
make recommendations. 
 After the expert panel reviewed and provided recommendations for the research, the 
instrument was given to a group of participants in a pilot study. Thirteen individuals were asked 
to participate in the pilot study and provide feedback on the content and format of the study. 
Once feedback was provided, final modifications to the survey instrument were made, and it was 
administered to the defined population. 
Procedure 
AASA contacted all superintendents meeting the study population criteria in November 
of 2009. Research participants with an obtainable e-mail address were sent an e-mail informing 
them of the study and requesting their participation. The e-mail also provided instructions 
regarding access to and participation in the electronic survey. Two additional reminder e-mails 
were sent, including final instructions to participants who would prefer to submit a hard copy of 
the survey via U.S. mail the opportunity to do so. The 15% of eligible participants who 
completed the survey did so between December 1, 2009 and January 31, 2010.  
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Data Analysis 
 The first task for narrowing the relevant data obtained from AASA, was to identify 
potential statistically significant variables. The dependent variable is whether the superintendent 
plans on remaining in the district for five years. There is a continuum of commitment from 
which respondents can choose in regard to remaining a superintendent. They could be retiring 
completely from the profession, they may retire and remain part time, they may continue to be a 
superintendent but leave the current district, or they may remain the superintendent in their 
current district. Those who could be retiring completely from the profession, or those who may 
retire but work part time were combined as people planning on retiring for the purpose of this 
study. The responses for superintendents who indicated they may remain in their current district, 
leave their district, or retire were analyzed. 
 Utilizing SPSS software, the dependent variable of superintendent retention was analyzed 
using cross tabulation of 53 variables to screen statistical significance. Using the chi-square test, 
variables with <0.05 asymptotic significance were kept. Utilizing a chi-square test is an 
appropriate way of screening variables for statistical significance (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
Overall, there were 40 variables that met the standard of p<0.05 for statistical significance. 
 Utilizing the cross tabulation descriptive analysis, each variable was compared to the 
group who planned on staying (retain), planned on leaving (turnover), or planned to retire 
(retire). The cross tabulation provided an adjusted residual as an indicator of statistical 
significance, in addition to the chi-square test. The adjusted residual is the difference between the 
observed counts and expected counts divided by an estimate of the standard error. Utilizing a 
nominal regression (Agresti, 2002), a model was created to analyze a likelihood ratio test, as well 
as a goodness-of-fit test. To verify the accuracy of the likelihood ratio test, a pseudo r-square 
metric was used. (Agresti, 2002). 
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Ethical Considerations 
 This study complies with institutional ethical standards in conducting research. The Iowa 
State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined this study is exempt from human 
subjects protection regulations. The rationale for this determination was that the researcher has 
been provided the data from a study already performed for a secondary data analysis. The data 
received by the researcher had no identifiable demographic information. In collaboration with a 
university advisor, methods applied to this study ensured ethical implementation of the study. 
Limitations 
 This study had five limiting factors: (1) relatively low participation percentage of eligible 
participants, (2) limited number of data provided by the national association, (3) non-random 
sampling of participants, (4) no formalized codebook, and (5) because the dataset does not 
identify specific school leaders, the data do not correlate job satisfaction with increased student 
achievement. 
 Utilizing the AASA’s survey as the primary data source allowed for multiple advantages. 
First, it allowed for a national perspective of superintendents on job satisfaction. Second, a 
limitation of doing this type of survey at a state or regional level is the limited number of 
superintendents in the pool of eligible participants. The state of Iowa has only approximately 280 
superintendents (Iowa Association of School Boards, 2014). To have the appropriate statistical 
power, a larger pool of eligible participants was needed. This method may also serve as a 
rationale for not utilizing a random sampling approach of participants. If only 15% of 
respondents participated in the survey, to narrow that rate down utilizing random sampling may 
jeopardize the statistical power of the data. Finally, utilizing AASA’s data allowed for the use of 
data from a professional, credible, and vetted survey instrument from a panel of experts. 
53 
 
	
 The data utilized as a part of this study are a continuation of research begun in 1923 and 
administered every ten years by various authors on behalf of the AASA. The only exception was 
no study was conducted circa 1940 due to World War II. According to AASA, as part of a 
philosophical stance, the AASA has not historically asked participants how many years they 
have served in their current position. They have not asked this because they do not wish to 
heighten the awareness or draw attention to the misconception of the superintendent revolving 
door (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). AASA sees asking how many 
years a superintendent has stayed in the district as a political public relation issue for practicing 
superintendents. Rather, they asked participants their total number of years as a superintendent, 
and how many school districts they have served in that role. Utilizing this data is valuable 
information because the questions asked within the survey help analyze and predict terms of 
superintendent turnover and job satisfaction facets. Analyzing the data of superintendents with 
many years of experience, who served a low number of schools, allows for the opportunity to 
explain why they have stayed at their position rather than continually changing school districts. 
This study is not a longitudinal study of historical data from the AASA’s survey given every ten 
years. Future research reviewing data over several decades would be beneficial; however, given 
the time and resource constraints of this study, only the most current national survey was 
reviewed. 
 Since no code book was provided by AASA, the author created a crosswalk of variables. 
This crosswalk articulates which variable is associated with either the social, educational, or 
professional needs of superintendents, as well as either the Labor Market Perspective or 
Dissatisfaction Theory. This method will provide greater potential to add to the knowledge of 
superintendent turnover or retention than just general descriptive statistics provided by AASA. 
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 The final limitation is the data is not specifically linked to individual superintendents. 
AASA wanted to protect the confidentiality of superintendents who took the survey to alleviate 
the possible negative backlash of how the superintendent answered the questions. AASA’s 
rationale is very similar to why they did not ask specifically for the number of years the 
superintendent has served in the district. This is a limitation because it does not allow the 
researcher to associate student achievement of districts with superintendents who have a longer 
tenure in a district. This limitation will need to be addressed in future research using different 
methodology than a secondary data analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 
 The purpose of this secondary data analysis was to determine if there were any 
statistically significant factors associated with superintendent retention and turnover. An 
additional purpose was to create a predictive model related to AASA’s framework of social, 
educational, and professional needs of superintendents and labor market variables associated 
with the retention of superintendents. This chapter discusses the findings of research questions as 
a part of this study, as well as the statistically significant factors related to superintendent 
retention and turnover.  
 For research questions one and two, a summary table of variables and p-values is 
presented. After the summary of variables, each statistically significant variable with a p-value 
less than 0.05 is briefly discussed. While a simple p-value summary table may summarize which 
variables have statistical significance, a crosstab table is provided to provide deeper 
understanding of why it is statistically significant (Agresti, 2002). This crosstab table is 
interpreted through the lens of adjusted residual analysis. An adjusted residual is the difference 
between the observed counts and expected counts divided by an estimate of the standard error 
(Agresti, 2002).  
This analysis allows the researcher to determine the likelihood of a superintendent to 
stay, leave, or retire when compared to a variable. For statistical significance, research 
documented here identified variables that had an adjusted residual of greater than 2.0, or less 
than -2.0. For example, one of the survey items asked respondents to identify what age group 
best describes him or herself (less than 36, 36-40, 41-45, 46-50, 51-55, 56-60, 61-65, or over 66). 
After the analysis within the crosstab table, a superintendent who responded that she was 
planning on retiring, who identified her age as 61-65, had an adjusted residual of 13.6. 
Comparing the same age group of superintendents who said they planned on staying in the 
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district for another five years, the adjusted residual was -5.4. This example of utilizing an 
adjusted residual allowed the researcher to make the claim that superintendents who were in the 
age range of 61-65 had a higher likelihood of retiring within five years than staying. While this is 
an obvious finding, it serves as an example of how using an adjusted residual adds depth to 
understanding the significance of each variable.  For research question three, a predictive model 
is analyzed and discussed. 
Research Question #1 
 After performing a chi square analysis, fifty-three variables were utilized to determine the 
following: of school superintendents who participated in the AASA 2010 State of the 
Superintendency Study, is there a statistically significant difference between superintendents 
who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another five years compared to those who 
did not? Those who planned on staying in the district and those who planned on leaving or 
retiring were compared on variables related to AASA’s framework of social, educational, and 
professional needs of a superintendent and labor market factors. Utilizing a chi-square test to 
determine p-values, it was determined that 40 of the 53 variables showed a statistically 
significant difference (p<0.05). Table 2 summarizes the p-value of each chi-square result in this 
research study regarding whether a superintendent was planning on staying, leaving, or retiring. 
As a reminder, since there was not a codebook for the data received from AASA, determining 
which category of need applied was based upon reviewing the definition of each need and 
comparing it to the variable. To determine whether it applied to the Labor Market Perspective or 
Dissatisfaction Theory, each variable was compared to the conceptual framework and definitions 
of both the Labor Market Perspective and Dissatisfaction Theory. 
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Table 2. Variables  
 
Statistically Significant Variable Category of Need 
Labor Market or 
Dissatisfaction 
Theory 
p-value 
Primary reason why your school 
board employed you as 
superintendent 
Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Level of influence by the 
superintendent Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Characterization of the extent to 
which you have positive relationships 
with your school board members 
Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Satisfied with your school board Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Performance rating by school board Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Employee unions Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
School board member behavior Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
School board members Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Years of experience as a 
superintendent Professional Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Community involvement Social Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
District climate and culture Social Dissatisfaction Theory 0.001 
Satisfied with career choice as a 
superintendent Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Satisfied with your district Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Number of different public schools 
served in Educational Labor Market 0.001 
First superintendent position was 
offered by where already employed Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Level of emphasis as an instructional 
leader Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Level of emphasis as a statesman, 
political leader Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Employee behavior Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Parental/family support for students Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Athletic programs Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Administrative staff Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Teaching staff Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Non-Educational support staff Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Vision and planning Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Community involvement Educational Labor Market 0.001 
Status in the local community Social Labor Market 0.001 
Satisfied with compensation Social Labor Market 0.001 
Current salary Social Labor Market 0.001 
Current fringe benefits Social Labor Market 0.001 	 	
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Table 2 (continued) 
Statistically Significant Variable Category of Need 
Labor Market or 
Dissatisfaction Theory p-value 
Characterizations of the community Social Labor Market 0.002 
Summarization of how successful you feel 
you are as a superintendent Social Labor Market 0.003 
Percent of time school board approve 
recommendations Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.006 
Level of emphasis as an applied social 
scientist Educational Labor Market 0.009 
School facilities Educational Labor Market 0.009 
Level of emphasis as an effective 
communicator Educational Labor Market 0.013 
Federal funding Educational Labor Market 0.013 
Local funding Educational Labor Market 0.02 
Competition from charter schools Educational Labor Market 0.024 
Media coverage Educational Labor Market 0.032 
Perception of school board approval of 
recommendations Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.033 
Level of influence by state officials Educational Labor Market 0.046 
Not Statistically Significant Variable Category of Need 
Labor Market or 
Dissatisfaction Theory p-value 
Student behavior. Educational Labor Market 0.051 
Superintendent’s level of involvement in 
the local community Social Labor Market 0.084 
Level of influence by state school board 
associations Professional Dissatisfaction Theory 0.137 
State mandates and accountability 
standards Educational Labor Market 0.255 
Level of influence by community special 
interest groups Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.280 
Merit and performance compensation Social Labor Market 0.281 
Federal mandates and accountability 
standards Educational Labor Market 0.457 
Competition from private schools Educational Labor Market 0.481 
State funding Educational Labor Market 0.517 
Level of influence by local elected 
officials Educational Dissatisfaction Theory 0.546 
Level of emphasis as a manager Educational Labor Market 0.612 
Legal interventions Educational Labor Market 0.613 
State department of education Professional Labor Market 0.632 
Racial/ethnic diversity in the community Social Labor Market 0.967 
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Table 2 (continued)  
 
Demographic Variables p-value 
Years of experience as a superintendent 0.001 
Age 0.001 
Age of first superintendent position 0.001 
Student enrollment of the district 0.001 
Gender 0.185 
 
The first statistically significant factor in superintendent turnover was the level of 
influence from elected state officials (Table 3). The adjusted residual (the difference between the 
observed counts and expected counts divided by an estimate of the standard error) indicates there 
is a higher likelihood of a superintendent being retained if there is a “considerable” level of 
influence from elected state officials 
Table 3. Results for Survey Question:  Level of Influence: Elected State Officials (e.g., governor, 
state legislator) 
  Considerable Moderate None 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a 64a 197a 77a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.2% 10.8% 33.3% 13.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1 -2.4 .6 .6 
Retire Count 4a, b 128b 265a, b 84a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 16.2% 33.6% 10.7% 
Adjusted Residual 0.6 2.9 0 -2.0 
Turnover Count 2a 44a 100a 53a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 12.4% 28.2% 15.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.5 -0.7 -9 7 
Total Count 7 236 562 214 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 13.6% 32.4% 12.3% 
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Table 3 (continued) 
 Slight Uncertain  
In 5 years from 
now, do you 
plan to stay, 
leave, or retire 
from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 247a 5a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
48% 0.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1 -.9  
Retire Count 296a 11a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
37.6% 4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -9 .9  
Turnover Count 151a 4a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
42.7% 1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1 .0  
Total Count 694 20 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
40.0% 2% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 23(j). Level of Influence: Elected state officials (e.g., governor, state legislator) 
categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 18.548a 10 0.046 
Likelihood Ratio 18.842 10 0.042 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 4 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 43. 
 
 
When asked, “which of the following is the primary reason why the school board 
employed you as a superintendent?”, there was a greater likelihood of turnover if superintendents 
believed they were hired for their potential to be a change agent (Table 4). While only 23.5% of 
superintendents believed they were employed to be a change agent, 36.5% of superintendents 
who planned on staying in their district believed they were hired due to their personal 
characteristics (i.e., honesty or public relations tactfulness). 
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Table 4. Results for Survey Question:  Which one of the Following is the Primary Reason Why 
Your School Board Employed You as Superintendent?  
  
Ability to be 
an instructional 
leader 
Ability to 
communicate 
with stakeholders 
Ability to 
maintain the 
status quo 
In 5 years 
from now, 
do you 
plan to 
stay, 
leave, or 
retire 
from your 
current 
district? 
Retain Count 10a, b, c, d 125d 43a, b, c, d 12a, b, c, d 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
7% 22% 7.3% 2.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.6 3 .7 0 
Retire Count 19a, b 150a, b 46a, b 13a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.4% 19.0% 5.8% 6% 
Adjusted Residual 2 -.3 -3 .1 
Turnover Count 5a, b 61a, b 27a, b 3a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
4% 17.2% 7.6% 0.8% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 -2 .8 -3 
Total Count 34 336 116 28 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.0% 19.4% 6.7% 6% 
 
 
Ability to 
manage fiscal 
resources 
Having 
leadership/manageri
al experience 
outside of education 
Personal 
characteristics 
(e.g., honesty, 
tact) 
In 5 years 
from now, 
do you 
plan to 
stay, 
leave, or 
retire from 
your 
current 
district? 
Retain Count 21c 3a, b, c, d 216b, d 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
3.6% 0.5% 36.5% 
Adjusted Residual -3.3 -.5 2.4 
Retire Count 64b 6a, b 261a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
8.1% 0.8% 33.1% 
Adjusted Residual 3.0 .6 .3 
Turnover Count 23a, b 2a, b 91b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
6.5% 0.6% 25.7% 
Adjusted Residual .2 -0.2 -3.2 
Total Count 108 11 568 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
6.2% 0.6% 32.8% 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
Potential to be a 
change agent Uncertain 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 139a, b, c, d 22a, c 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
23.5% 3.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.6 -3.2  
Retire Count 169a 60a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
24% 7.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.6 2.0  
Turnover Count 114a 28a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
32.2% 7.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.9 4 
 
Total Count 422 110 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
24.4% 6.3% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 24. Which one of the following is the primary reason why your school board 
employed you as superintendent? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 
level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 48.333a 16 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 49.991 16 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (7.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.25. 
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As you can see in Table 5, superintendents who planned on staying in their current 
district characterized their community as one that exerts little effort to influence important 
educational decisions, but deferred to the judgment of the school board and superintendent 
50.8% of the time. While this does not seem like a high percentage, it provides insight as to why 
this variable was statistically significant in relation to the adjusted residual. Superintendents who 
also planned to stay responded that their community was dominated by power over important 
educational decisions and is controlled by a few influential persons 4.9% of the time. This 
contrasts with those superintendents who planned on leaving who answered the same question 
16% of the time. 
Table 5. Results for Survey Question: Which of the Following Most Accurately Characterizes 
the Community (or Communities) in Which Your School District is Located? 
 
  
Dominated (power 
over important 
education decisions 
is exercised by a 
few influential 
persons) 
Factional (power 
over important 
education decisions 
is contested by two 
or more permanent 
political factions) 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a 29a 38a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0% 4.9% 6.4% 
Adjusted Residual .5 -2.1 -.5 
Retire Count 5a 46a 48a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.6% 5.8% 6.1% 
Adjusted Residual -.9 -3 -1 
Turnover Count 4a, b 41b 32a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
1% 16% 9.0% 
Adjusted Residual .6 4.1 9 
Total Count 15 116 118 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.9% 6.7% 6.8% 
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Table 5 (continued) 	
 
Inert (community 
exerts little effort to 
influence important 
education decision 
deferring to the 
judgment of the 
school board and 
superintendent) 
Pluralistic (power is 
dispersed broadly and 
emerging issues 
produce factions that 
typically dissolve 
after decisions are 
made) 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 300a 218a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
50.8% 36.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.1 4  
Retire Count 418a 271a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
53.0% 34.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 6 -.2  
Turnover Count 165a 112a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
46.6% 36% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -8 -3  
Total Count 883 601 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
50% 34.7% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 25. Which one of the following most accurately characterizes the community (or 
communities) in which your school district is located? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each 
other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 24.336a 8 0.002 
Likelihood Ratio 22.218 8 0.005 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (6.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.06. 
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There was strong statistical significance (p<0.001) when superintendents were asked to 
gauge their own level of influence on board decisions (Table 6). Of superintendents who planned 
on remaining in the district, 95% of superintendents rated their level of influence as 
“considerable.” In contrast, 79.1% of superintendents planning on leaving rated their level of 
influence as “considerable.” Superintendents planning on leaving rated their level of influence as 
“moderate” 16.7% of the time compared to only 8.1% of superintendents who rated their level of 
influence as “moderate” who were planning on staying. 
 
Table 6. Results for Level of Influence:  The Superintendent (You) 
  Considerable Moderate None Slight 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a, b 541b 48a, b 1a, b 1a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 95% 8.1% 0.2% 0.2% 
Adjusted Residual -0 3.5 -2.4 0.0 -3.1 
Retire Count 2a 699a 76a 1a 10a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 88.7% 9.6% 0.1% 3% 
Adjusted Residual 5 2 -1 -.4 -.4 
Turnover Count 0a, b 280b 59a 1a, b 13a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 79.1% 16.7% 0.3% 3.7% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7 -5.5 4.2 .06 4.1 
Total Count 2 1520 183 3 24 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.1% 87.7% 10.6% 0.2% 4% 
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Table 6 (continued) 	
 Uncertain Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7  
Retire Count 0a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.9  
Turnover Count 1a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0  
Total Count 1 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 33(a). Level of Influence: The superintendent (you) categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 46.920a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 45.081 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 10 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.20. 
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Table 7 highlights that another statistically strong variable related to superintendent 
turnover and retention was superintendents who described their relationship with their board as 
positive (p<0.001). With an adjusted residual of 5.7, 73.4% of superintendents planning on 
staying in the district described having a positive relationship with all board members. In stark 
contrast, only 51% of superintendents planning on leaving (adjusted residual of -5.8), described 
their relationship as positive with all board members. This table shows there is a high likelihood 
that superintendents with positive relationships with all board members will stay in the district 
for an additional 5 years. 
Table 7.  Results for Survey Question:  Which One of the Following Most Accurately 
Characterizes the Extent to which You Have Positive Relationships with Your School Board 
Members?  
  
My relationships are 
not positive with 
any board members. 
My relationships are 
positive with a 
majority of board 
members. 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 7a, b, c 0a, b, c 147c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2% 0.0% 24.9% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 -8 -4.0 
Retire Count 25a 4a 243a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3.2% 0.5% 30.8% 
Adjusted Residual 2.2 0 -.2 
Turnover Count 8a, b, c 2a, b, c 148c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.3% 0.6% 48% 
Adjusted Residual -.1 .8 4.9 
Total Count 40 6 538 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.3% 0.3% 30% 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
My relationships are 
positive with all 
board members. 
My relationships are 
positive with only a 
few board members. 
 
 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 434b 3a, c 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
73.4% 0.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 5.7 -3.1  
Retire Count 501a 15a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
63.6% 9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.6 0.0  
Turnover Count 181b 15a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
51% 4.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -5.8 3.6  
Total Count 1116 33 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
64.4% 9% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 40. Which one of the following most accurately characterizes the extent to which 
you have positive relationships with your school board members? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly 
from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 62.815a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 64.669 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
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Superintendents who plan on retiring had the largest percentage, 57.7%, of respondents 
who felt highly successful (Table 8) as a superintendent. There was not a significant difference in 
how superintendents who planned on staying in the district felt about being highly successful 
(48.1%).  Superintendents who planned on leaving the district also felt they were highly 
successful (47.7%). The adjusted residual for superintendents who planned on retiring was 4.1, 
which provides the rationale for why this variable is statistically significant. 
 
Table 8.  Results for Survey Question:  Which One of the Following Most Accurately 
Summarizes How Successful You Are as a Superintendent?   
  Highly successful 
Moderately 
successful 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a 284a 287a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 48.1% 48.6% 
Adjusted Residual 0.5 -2.6 2.3 
Retire Count 1a, b 455b 319a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.1% 57.7% 40.5% 
Adjusted Residual .1 4.1 -3.2 
Turnover Count 0a 169a 169a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.0% 47.7% 47.7% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7 -2.0 3 
Total Count 2 908 775 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.1% 52.4% 44.7% 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
 
Only somewhat 
successful Uncertain 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 6a 13a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0% 2.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 0.9  
Retire Count 4a, b 9a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -8 -9  
Turnover Count 7a 9a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2.0% 2.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.1 2  
Total Count 17 31 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0% 8% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 46. Which one of the following most accurately summarizes how successful you 
are as a superintendent? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 23.204a 8 0.003 
Likelihood Ratio 23.267 8 0.003 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 4 cells (26.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.4 
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As you can see in Table 9, the status in the local community variable had strong 
statistical significance (p<0.001). Superintendents who described their status in the local 
community as “very high” are more likely to be retained in the district. Of superintendents 
planning on staying in their district, 50.1% described their status as “very high,” compared to 
only 37.6% of superintendents planning on leaving the district. 
 
Table 9. Results of the Survey Question: Which of the Following Most Accurately Describes 
Your Status in the Local Community 
  Moderately high Moderately low 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 2a 288a 5a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 48.7% 0.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 -0.4 -0.7 
Retire Count 3a, b 358b 6a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 45.4% 0.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 -3.0 -2 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c, d 209c, d 8b, d 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 59.0% 2.3% 
Adjusted Residual 2 4.1 2.4 
Total Count 8 855 19 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 49.3% 1% 
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Table 9 (continued)	
 Very high Very low  
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 296a 0a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
50.1% 0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .7 -0  
Retire Count 420a 1a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
53.3% 0.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.3 0.1  
Turnover Count 133a 1a, b, c, d 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
37.6% 0.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -4.8 0  
Total Count 849 2 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
49.0% 0.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 47. Which one of the following most accurately describes your status in the local 
community? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 30.300a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 30.032 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 7 cells (46.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.4 
 
 
 
Another statistically strong variable (p<0.001) was a superintendent’s satisfaction with 
her career choice. Superintendents planning on staying in their district chose “very satisfied”  
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with their career choice 72.6% of the time. In contrast, with an adjusted residual of -4.8, 
superintendents who are planning on leaving the district only rated “very satisfied” 59.6% of the 
time. Superintendents leaving the district had the highest percentage (4%) of respondents who 
were “moderately dissatisfied” with their career choice. This is a statistically significant factor 
even though it has a low percentage difference because of the adjusted residual analysis. Overall, 
only 9 of the 1,733 respondents chose “very dissatisfied” to describe their career choice.  
 
 
Table 10. Results of Survey Question:  How Satisfied are You with Your Career Choice to be a 
Superintendent? 
  
Moderately 
dissatisfied 
Moderately 
satisfied 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 2a 7a 151a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 2% 25.5% 
Adjusted Residual .3 -9 -1 
Retire Count 3a 15a 193a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 9% 24.5% 
Adjusted Residual .7 -.5 -2.2 
Turnover Count 0a, b 14b 126b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 4.0% 35.6% 
Adjusted Residual -1 2.8 4.0 
Total Count 5 36 470 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 2.1% 27.1% 
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Table 10 (continued) 
 Very dissatisfied Very satisfied  
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 2a 429a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.3% 72.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 7  
Retire Count 4a 573a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.5% 72.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.1 2.3 
 
Turnover Count 3a, b 211a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.8% 59.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0 -4.8  
Total Count 9 1213 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.5% 70.0% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 48. How satisfied are you with your career choice to be a superintendent? 
categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 29.579a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 29.169 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 02. 
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Table 11 shows statistical significance of the variable regarding how satisfied the 
superintendent was with the district where she was currently employed. A superintendent who is 
“very satisfied” with the district is more likely to stay in the district. Of superintendents who 
planned on staying in the district, 68.7% were “very satisfied” and 29.8% were “moderately 
satisfied.” Only 38.7% of superintendents who planned on leaving the district were “very 
satisfied” (adjusted residual of -9.6). 
 
Table 11. Results of Survey Question:  How Satisfied are You with the District (Schools, 
Programs, Employees) in Which You are Currently Employed? 
 
  
Moderately 
dissatisfied 
Moderately 
satisfied 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 3a, b 6b 176b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 0% 29.8% 
Adjusted Residual .0 -3.5 -3.3 
Retire Count 6a, b 21a, b 246b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 2.7% 32% 
Adjusted Residual 3 -0.7 -3.0 
Turnover Count 0a, b 25b, c 185b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 7.1% 52.3% 
Adjusted Residual -5 5.0 7.6 
Total Count 9 52 607 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 3.0% 35.0% 
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Table 11 (continued) 	
 Very dissatisfied Very satisfied  
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a, b 406a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 68.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 4.8  
Retire Count 3a, b 512a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 65.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0 3.2  
Turnover Count 7c 137a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2.0% 38.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.9 -9.6  
Total Count 10 1055 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 60.9% 100.0% 
Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 49. How satisfied are you with the district (schools, programs, employees) in which you 
are currently employed? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 120.849a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 119.042 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 84. 
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Superintendents who are “very satisfied” with their school board have a high likelihood 
of remaining in the district (Table 12). Of superintendents planning on leaving, 7.9% were 
“moderately dissatisfied,” and 5.4% were “very dissatisfied” with their current school board. The 
adjusted residual of superintendents who were planning on leaving the district who were “very 
satisfied” was -6.3 compared to 5.8 of superintendents who planned on staying. Thus, a 
superintendent who is satisfied with her school board is more likely to remain in a district. 
 
 
Table 12. Results of Survey Question:  How Satisfied are You with Your Current School Board? 
  
Moderately 
dissatisfied 
Moderately 
satisfied 
Very 
dissatisfied 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 5a, b 18b, c 154b 1c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 3.0% 26.1% 0.2% 
Adjusted Residual .3 -3.3 -3.0 -4.5 
Retire Count 6a 51a 234a 24a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 6.5% 29.7% 3.0% 
Adjusted Residual .0 4 -.8 2 
Turnover Count 2a, b 28b 143b 19b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 7.9% 40.4% 5.4% 
Adjusted Residual -.5 2.1 4.5 3.8 
Total Count 13 97 531 44 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 5.6% 30.6% 2.5% 
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Table 12 (continued) 
 
 Very satisfied Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 413a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
69.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 5.8 
 
Retire Count 473a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
60.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.3  
Turnover Count 162a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
45.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -6.3  
Total Count 1048 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
60.5% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 50. How satisfied are you with your current school board? categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 73.210a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 80.869 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.66. 
 
 
 
As evidenced in Table 13, superintendent satisfaction with total compensation had 
statistical significance of p<0.00 Superintendents who are “moderately satisfied” with their total 
compensation (salary and benefits) are more likely to remain in the district. Of superintendents 
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who were “moderately dissatisfied” with their total compensation, 20.9% planned on leaving the 
district, compared to only 7.6% “moderately dissatisfied” superintendents who planned on 
staying. Overall, 56% of superintendents were “moderately satisfied” and 34.4% “very satisfied” 
with their total compensation. Compensation is a proven factor influencing whether or not a 
superintendent decides to stay in the district. 
 
Table 13.  Results of Survey Question: How Satisfied are You with Your Current Total 
Compensation (Both Salary and Benefits)? 
  
Moderately 
dissatisfied Moderately satisfied 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 3a, b 45b 312a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 7.6% 52.8% 
Adjusted Residual -.5 -3.3 .7 
Retire Count 7a 72a 406a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.9% 9.1% 55% 
Adjusted Residual 2 -2.3 .0 
Turnover Count 1a, b, c, d 74d 176c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 20.9% 49.7% 
Adjusted Residual -.9 6.7 -.8 
Total Count 11 191 894 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 10% 56% 
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Table 13 (continued) 
 
 
Very 
dissatisfied Very satisfied 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 7a, b 224a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2% 37.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 2.2  
Retire Count 16a 287a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2.0% 36.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 6  
Turnover Count 18b, d 85a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
5.1% 24.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.8 -4.6  
Total Count 41 596 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2.4% 34.4% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 5 How satisfied are you with your current total compensation (both salary and 
benefits)? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7256a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 64.961 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.25. 
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The number of public school districts a superintendent has served has statistical 
significance of p <0.001 on whether a superintendent chooses to stay or leave a district (Table 
14). Of all superintendents who responded to this survey, 92.2% served in three or fewer public 
schools. Superintendents who planned on retiring in five years had a higher likelihood of serving 
in more than one public school. Of superintendents in this category, 6% have served in four 
public schools. There was not a significant difference in the responses of superintendents who 
planned on staying in the district compared to superintendents who were planning on leaving. 
 
Table 14.  Results for Survey Question:  In How Many Public School Districts have you Served 
as the Superintendent? (Including Your Present Position)  
 
  1 2 3 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 3a 369a 132a 56a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 62.4% 22.3% 9.5% 
Adjusted Residual .2 2.3 -.4 -1 
Retire Count 3a, b 414b 190a, b 101a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 52.5% 24.1% 12.8% 
Adjusted Residual -.5 -4.7 0 2.7 
Turnover Count 2a 233a 76a 27a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 65.8% 25% 7.6% 
Adjusted Residual .3 3.1 -.8 -2.0 
Total Count 8 1016 398 184 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 58.6% 23.0% 10.6% 
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Table 14 (continued) 
 4 5 6 7 or more 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 15a 6a 5a 5a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.5% 0% 0.8% 0.8% 
Adjusted Residual -2.4 -.8 -.4 -.1 
Retire Count 47a 15a, b 10a, b 8a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
6.0% 9% 3% 0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.4 9 1 .6 
Turnover Count 10a 2a 2a 2a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 
Adjusted Residual -4 -4 -.9 -.7 
Total Count 72 23 17 15 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
4.2% 3% 0% 0.9% 
 
 Total 
In 5 years from now, 
do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turno
ver 
Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 79. In how many public school districts have you served as the superintendent? 
(including your present position) categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 
level. 
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Table 14 (continued) 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 35.356a 14 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 35.909 14 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 63. 
 
Table 15 shows that if the present superintendent’s position was in a district where she 
was already employed, there is a higher likelihood the superintendent will be retained. Of 
superintendents, 37.6% were employed in their present district prior to becoming the 
superintendent, compared to only 23.2% of superintendents who planned on leaving the district 
(adjusted residual of -4.4). Of superintendents who did not plan on staying in the district, 75.7% 
were hired from outside of the district, research which supports the literature outlining a “grow 
your own” leadership model. 
Table 15.  Results for Survey Question:  When You Were Employed in Your Present 
Superintendency, Were You Already Employed in the Same District?  
  No Yes  
In 5 years 
from now, do 
you plan to 
stay, leave, or 
retire from 
your current 
district? 
Retain Count 7a, b 362b 222a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
2% 63% 37.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.2 -2.8 2.9  
Retire Count 11a 509a 268a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
4% 64.6% 34.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.4 -0.9 0.8  
Turnover Count 4a, b 268b 82a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
1% 75.7% 23.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.3 4.4 -4.4  
Total Count 22 1139 572 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
3% 65.7% 33.0% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 8 When you were employed in your present superintendency, were you already 
employed in the same district? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 15 (continued)  
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2855a 4 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 22.703 4 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (11%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.49. 
 
Table 16 presents the next variable with statistical significance (p = 0.032). A 
superintendent has a higher likelihood of staying in her district if she perceives the media as a 
“minor asset.” Overall, 27.2% of all superintendents who took the survey said they perceived the 
media were “neither an asset or a liability.” This is a statistically significant factor even though it 
has a low percentage difference because of the adjusted residual analysis. 
Table 16.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability? Media Coverage (All Types of Print 
and Electronic Media)  
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 8a, b 112a, b 30a, b 230b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
4% 19.0% 5.1% 38.9% 
Adjusted Residual -.2 5 .0 2.4 
Retire Count 13a 137a 42a 255a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
6% 17.4% 5.3% 32.4% 
Adjusted Residual .7 .4 .4 -2.1 
Turnover Count 4a 46a 16a 122a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
1% 13.0% 4.5% 34.5% 
Adjusted Residual -.6 -2.3 -.5 -.2 
Total Count 25 295 88 607 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
4% 17.0% 5.1% 35.0% 
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Table 16 (continued) 
 
 
Minor 
Liability 
  Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 65a 146a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
10% 24.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.8 -7  
Retire Count 119a 222a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
15.1% 28.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .9 .8  
Turnover Count 63a 103a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
17.8% 29.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.1 .9  
Total Count 247 471 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
14.3% 27.2% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(b). Asset or Liability?: Media coverage (all types of print and electronic 
media) categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.741a 10 0.032 
Likelihood Ratio 20.135 10 0.028 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.1 
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Federal funding scored a p-value of 0.013 as a factor related to superintendent retention 
or turnover (Table 17). Of superintendents who planned on leaving the district, 29.1% felt 
federal funding was a “major liability.” Overall, 54% of superintendents rated federal funding as 
a “major liability” or “minor liability.” In 2010 when AASA initiated this survey, No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB) was in full implementation. NCLB was creating greater accountability, with 
less federal resources to enact these mandates (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 
2011). 
 
Table 17. Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Federal Funding 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 0a 92a 164a 117a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.0% 15.6% 27.7% 19.8% 
Adjusted Residual -2.4 8 -0.7 -2.2 
Retire Count 8a 93a 232a 194a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0% 18% 29.4% 24.6% 
Adjusted Residual 8 -9 0.5 6 
Turnover Count 3a 49a 103a 85a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.8% 13.8% 29.1% 24.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.6 
Total Count 11 234 499 396 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.6% 13.5% 28.8% 22.9% 
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Table 17 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 162a 56a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
27.4% 9.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 6 0.4  
Retire Count 180a 81a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
22.8% 10.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 6  
Turnover Count 94a 20a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
26.6% 5.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.7 -2.5  
Total Count 436 157 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
25.2% 9.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(f). Asset or Liability?: Federal funding categories whose column proportions do 
not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 22.529a 10 0.013 
Likelihood Ratio 26.719 10 0.003 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (11%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.25. 
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At the local level, superintendents who planned on staying in the district responded 
36.2% of the time that local funding was a major asset, compared to only 26.8% of those 
superintendents who planned on leaving the district. There is a higher likelihood that a 
superintendent will be retained when she perceives local funding as a “major asset.”  
 
Table 18.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Local funding (e.g., Property Tax 
Revenues) 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 4a 214a 103a 116a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.7% 36.2% 17.4% 19.6% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 2.8 -2 0.3 
Retire Count 11a 244a 152a 146a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
4% 30% 19.3% 18.5% 
Adjusted Residual -0.3 -0.8 0.2 -0.7 
Turnover Count 11a 95b 75a, b 71a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3.1% 26.8% 22% 20.1% 
Adjusted Residual 2.8 -2.3 2 0.5 
Total Count 26 553 330 333 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
5% 39% 19.0% 19.2% 
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Table 18 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 87a 67a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
14.7% 13% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.4 -6  
Retire Count 118a 117a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
15.0% 14.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 9  
Turnov
er 
Count 58a, b 44a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
16.4% 12.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .7 -.5  
Total Count 263 228 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
15.2% 13.2% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(g). Asset or Liability?: Local funding (e.g., property tax revenues) categories 
whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2173a 10 0.020 
Likelihood Ratio 20.431 10 0.025 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.3 
 
 
 
 
90 
 
	
 
As shown in Table 19, there is a higher likelihood for a superintendent to leave if she 
perceives the employee unions as a “major liability.” This variable was statistically significant (p 
<0.001). Superintendents who planned on staying perceived employee unions to be a “minor 
asset” 13.7% compared to only 6.2% of superintendents who planned on leaving. Overall, 44.4% 
of all superintendents perceived employee unions as “neither an asset or a liability.” 
 
Table 19.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Employee Unions (Including the 
Teachers’ Union) 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 3a, b, c 27a, b, c 85c 81b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 4.6% 14.4% 13.7% 
Adjusted Residual -9 8 -8 3.3 
Retire Count 10a 24a 116a 76a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3% 3.0% 14.7% 9.6% 
Adjusted Residual 0.2 -0.9 -9 -0.9 
Turnover Count 8a, b 9a, b, c 86b 22c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.3% 2.5% 24.3% 6.2% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 -1 4.4 -2.9 
Total Count 21 60 287 179 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2% 3.5% 16.6% 10.3% 
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Table 19 (continued) 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 138a, b, c 257a, c 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
23.4% 43.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 -0.6  
Retire Count 208a 354a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
26.4% 44.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.1 0.4  
Turnover Count 70a, c 159a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
19.8% 44.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.1 0.2  
Total Count 416 770 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
24.0% 44.4% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(h). Asset or Liability?: Employee unions (including the teachers’ union) 
categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 42.570a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 4508 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (5.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.29. 
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Community involvement (Table 20) was an important factor in superintendent retention 
or turnover (p<0.001). Superintendents who perceived community involvement as a “major 
asset” in the district they served had a higher likelihood of staying in the district. Superintendents 
who planned on leaving the district perceived community involvement as a “minor liability” 
16% of the time compared to only 5.2% of superintendents who planned on staying. Thus, 
positive community involvement is a factor associated with superintendent retention. 
 
Table 20. Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?: Community Involvement 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 2a, b 297b 5a, b 196a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.3% 50.3% 0.8% 33.2% 
Adjusted Residual -4 4.1 -0 -1 
Retire Count 9a 325a 9a 285a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
1% 42% 1% 36.2% 
Adjusted Residual 7 -7 -0.2 0 
Turnover Count 2a, b, c, d 131c, d 7a, b, c, d 123b, d 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 37.0% 2.0% 34.7% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 -2.7 5 0.0 
Total Count 13 753 21 604 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 43.5% 2% 34.9% 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 31a 60a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
5.2% 10.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 -2.2  
Retire Count 51a 109a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
6.5% 13.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 4 
 
Turnover Count 41a 50a, b, c, d 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
16% 14.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.7 0.9  
Total Count 123 219 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
7.1% 12.6% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(i). Asset or Liability?: Community involvement categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 34.665a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 33.335 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.66. 
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Employee behavior (Table 21) has a strong statistically significant impact on whether a 
superintendent stays or leaves (p<0.001). The quality of a district’s teaching staff and 
nonprofessional support staff influences institutional effectiveness (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, 
Young, & Ellerson, 2011). There is a higher likelihood that a superintendent stays in a district if 
she perceives employee behavior as a “major asset.” Of superintendents who planned on staying 
in their current district, 46.0% perceived employee behavior as a “major asset” compared to only 
32.2% of superintendents who planned on leaving the district. This is a statistically significant 
factor even though it has a low percentage difference because of the adjusted residual analysis. 
 
Table 21.  Results of Survey Question: Asset or Liability?:  Employee Behavior 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a 272a 7a 173a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.0% 46.0% 2% 29.3% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.2 
Retire Count 6a 336a 8a 229a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.8% 42.6% 0% 29.1% 
Adjusted Residual 0.3 0.8 -0.7 0.0 
Turnover Count 6a, b 114c 6a, b, c 101b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
7% 32.2% 7% 28.5% 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 -4.0 0.9 -0.2 
Total Count 12 722 21 503 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.7% 47% 2% 29.0% 
 
95 
 
	
Table 21 (continued) 	
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 49a 90a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
8.3% 15.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 -5  
Retire Count 73a 136a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
9.3% 17.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3 0.2  
Turnover Count 57a 70a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
16.1% 19.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 4.0 5  
Total Count 179 296 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
10.3% 17.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(k). Asset or Liability?: Employee behavior categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 38.113a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 39.707 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.45. 
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Table 22 shares the data to support that school board member behavior also had strong 
statistical significance for whether a superintendent was retained in the district or planned on 
leaving (p<0.001). There is a higher likelihood that a superintendent stays in a district if she 
perceives school board member behavior as a “major asset.” Of superintendents who planned on 
staying in their current district, 53.6% perceived school board member behavior as a “major 
asset” compared to only 32.2% of superintendents who planned on leaving the district. 
 
 
Table 22.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  School Board Member Behavior 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 3a, b, c 317c 10b 154a, c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 53.6% 7% 26.1% 
Adjusted Residual -2 4.4 -4.8 0.6 
Retire Count 6a, b 371a, b 53b 180a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 47.1% 6.7% 22.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0.4 0.6 2.5 -2.0 
Turnover Count 6a, b 114b 28a 102a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
7% 32.2% 7.9% 28.8% 
Adjusted Residual 9 -6.0 2.5 8 
Total Count 15 802 91 436 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.9% 46.3% 5.3% 25.2% 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 49a 58a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
8.3% 9.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.1 -2.1  
Retire Count 76a, b 102a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
9.6% 12.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 0 
 
Turnover Count 55a 49a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
15.5% 13.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.6 2 
 
Total Count 180 209 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
10.4% 12.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(l). Asset or Liability?: School board member behavior categories whose column proportions 
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 67.873a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 72.212 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (5.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.06. 
 
 
 
 
Competition from charter schools (Table 23) was a statistically significant variable 
(p=0.024). Of superintendents who were planning on leaving, 10.2% classified competition from 
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charter schools as a “minor liability.” Overall, 77.6% of superintendents felt competition from 
charter schools was “neither an asset or a liability.” In the context of the time this survey was 
provided, charter schools were viewed as a hybrid institution. Legally, charter schools are public 
schools and funded in similar ways, however they function more like a private school (Kowalski, 
2010). In the era of NCLB, the charter school movement was seen as a different way to provide 
private education. In today’s political landscape, with the appointment of pro-school choice 
Secretary of Education, Betsy DeVos, there will surely be a renewed push for more charter 
schools nationwide. 
 
Table 23.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Competition from charter Schools 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 5a 2a 22a 13a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 0.3% 3.7% 2.2% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 -4 -0.4 2 
Retire Count 20a 6a 31a 8a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.5% 0.8% 3.9% 0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 0.0 -0.1 -2.0 
Turnover Count 7a 5a 16a 8a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.0% 4% 4.5% 2.3% 
Adjusted Residual 0.2 6 0.6 0 
Total Count 32 13 69 29 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
8% 0.8% 4.0% 7% 
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Table 23 (continued) 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 80a 469a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
13.5% 79.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 3  
Retire Count 129a 594a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
16.4% 75.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.4 -2.0 
 
Turnover Count 36a 282a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
10.2% 79.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.4 0  
Total Count 245 1345 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
14.1% 77.6% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(m). Asset or Liability?: Competition from charter schools categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 20.594a 10 0.024 
Likelihood Ratio 2576 10 0.017 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (11%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.66. 
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Parental or family support for students was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). 
There is a higher likelihood that a superintendent will stay in a district when she perceives parent 
or family support (Table 24) for students as a “major asset.” Of superintendents who were 
planning on staying in a district, 46.2% of them classified parental or family support for students 
as a “major asset” compared to only 28.5% of superintendents who planned on leaving the 
district. 
Table 24.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Parental/Family Support for 
Students  
  Major Asset Major Liability 
Minor 
Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 5a, b 273b 14a, b 208a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.8% 46.2% 2.4% 35.2% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 3.9 -0.2 -2.0 
Retire Count 8a 316a 19a 301a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0% 40.1% 2.4% 38.2% 
Adjusted Residual 0.4 0.2 -0.2 -0.2 
Turnover Count 3a, b 101b 10a, b 158a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.8% 28.5% 2.8% 44.6% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 -4.9 0.5 2.7 
Total Count 16 690 43 667 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.9% 39.8% 2.5% 38.5% 
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Table 24 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 49a, b 42a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
8.3% 7.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -9 -1  
Retire Count 88a 56a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
12% 7.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2 -4 
 
Turnover Count 40a, b 42a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
13% 19% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .8 2.9  
Total Count 177 140 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
10.2% 8.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(o). Asset or Liability?: Parental/family support for students categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 34.020a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 34.227 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (5.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.27. 
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Athletic programs were another statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a 
higher likelihood that superintendents would stay in a district if they perceived athletic programs 
as a “major asset.” Table 25 shows that of superintendents who planned on being retained in a 
district, 46.4% perceived the athletic program in their district was a “major asset” compared to 
only 36.2% of superintendents who were planning on leaving. 
Table 25.  Result from Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Athletic Programs 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a 275b 4a, b 241a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 46.5% 0.7% 40.8% 
Adjusted Residual -3.0 2.4 0.2 -0.6 
Retire Count 8a, b 335a, b 4a, b 327a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0% 42.5% 0.5% 45% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 -0.1 -0.6 -0.2 
Turnover Count 9a 128b 3a, b, c 156b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2.5% 36.2% 0.8% 44.1% 
Adjusted Residual 3.3 -2.7 0.6 0 
Total Count 17 738 11 724 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0% 42.6% 0.6% 48% 
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Table 25 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset or 
a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 20a, b 51a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
3.4% 8.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.4 -2.1  
Retire Count 14b 100a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
8% 12.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3.0 2.3 
 
Turnover Count 21a, c 37b, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
5.9% 10.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.3 -0.3 
 
Total Count 55 188 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
3.2% 10.8% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(p). Asset or Liability?: Athletic programs categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 39.885a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 42.332 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.25. 
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As seen in Table 26, the perceived asset or liability of the administrative staff was a 
statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood that a superintendent 
stayed in a district if she perceived the administrative staff as a “major asset.” Of the 
superintendents who planned on staying in their current district, 74.8% perceived their 
administrative staff as a “major asset” compared to 60.7% of superintendents who planned on 
leaving the district (adjusted residual of -4.3). 
 
Table 26.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Administrative Staff 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 1a 442a 1a 120a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.2% 74.8% 0.2% 20.3% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 3.0 0.0 -5 
Retire Count 11a 559a 1a 168a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
4% 70.9% 0.1% 23% 
Adjusted Residual 2.2 0.6 -0.4 -0 
Turnover Count 3a, b 215b 1a, b 101a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.8% 60.7% 0.3% 28.5% 
Adjusted Residual 0.0 -4.3 0.6 3.1 
Total Count 15 1216 3 389 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.9% 70.2% 0.2% 22.4% 
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Table 26 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a 21a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 3.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.8 -2.0  
Retire Count 6a 43a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 5.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -9 0.8 
 
Turnover Count 11a 23a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3.1% 6.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.3 4  
Total Count 23 87 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3% 5.0% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(r). Asset or Liability?: Administrative staff categories whose column proportions 
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 35.220a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 34.397 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 5 cells (27.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .6 
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Teaching staff (Table 27) was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a 
higher likelihood that a superintendent stayed in a district if she perceived her teaching staff as a 
“major asset.” Of the superintendents who planned on staying in their current district, 72.6% 
perceived their teaching staff as a “major asset” compared to only 57.1% of superintendents who 
planned on leaving the district (adjusted residual of -4.5).  
 
Table 27.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Teaching Staff 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 5a 429a 2a 138a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 72.6% 0.3% 23.4% 
Adjusted Residual -.6 3.6 .0 -9 
Retire Count 9a 530a 2a 204a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
1% 67.3% 0.3% 25.9% 
Adjusted Residual .4 .2 -.6 -.3 
Turnover Count 4a, b, c 202c 2a, b, c 112b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
1% 57.1% 0.6% 36% 
Adjusted Residual .2 -4.5 .8 2.6 
Total Count 18 1161 6 454 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 67.0% 0.3% 26.2% 
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Table 27 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset or a 
Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 5a 12a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 2.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 -2.4  
Retire Count 10a 33a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3% 4.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -8 4  
Turnover Count 18a 16a, b, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
5.1% 4.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 4.9 1  
Total Count 33 61 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9% 3.5% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(s). Asset or Liability?: Teaching staff categories whose column proportions do not differ 
significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 44.525a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 40.214 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 4 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
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Non-professional support staff (e.g., secretaries, custodians, bus drivers, etc.), was a 
statistically significant variable (p<0.001). As shown in Table 28, there was a higher likelihood 
that a superintendent stayed in a district if they perceived their non-professional support staff as a 
“major asset.” Of the superintendents who planned on staying in their current district, 62.6% 
perceived the non-professional support staff as a “major asset,” compared to only 48% of 
superintendents who planned on leaving. 
 
Table 28.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Non-professional Support Staff 
(e.g., Secretaries, Custodians, Bus Drivers) 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b 370b 1a, b 183a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 62.6% 0.2% 30% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 3.2 0.0 -0 
Retire Count 8a 453a 0a 255a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 57.5% 0.0% 32.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2 0.1 -6 -0.2 
Turnover Count 4a, b 170b 2a, b 127a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
1% 48.0% 0.6% 35.9% 
Adjusted Residual 0.9 -4.0 2.0 5 
Total Count 13 993 3 565 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 57.3% 0.2% 32.6% 
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Table 28 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 15a, b 21a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
2.5% 3.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 -3.2  
Retire Count 20a 52a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
2.5% 6.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1 0.8  
Turnover Count 18a 33a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
5.1% 9.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 2.8  
Total Count 53 106 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
3.1% 6.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(t). Asset or Liability?: Non-professional support staff (e.g., secretaries, 
custodians, bus drivers) categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 37.041a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 38.060 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 5 cells (27.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .6 
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Vision and planning (Table 29) was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There 
was a higher likelihood that superintendents would stay in the district if they perceived vision 
and planning as a “major asset.” Of the superintendents who planned on staying in their current 
district, 46% viewed visioning and planning with the board as a “major asset,” compared to 
38.1% of superintendents who planned on leaving. 
 
Table 29.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Visioning and Planning 
 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b 272b 1a, b 264b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 46.0% 0.2% 44.7% 
Adjusted Residual -6 1 -8 5 
Retire Count 6a 358a 3a 322a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 45.4% 0.4% 40.9% 
Adjusted Residual 0.9 0 -2 -0 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c 135c 7b 145a, c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 38.1% 2.0% 40% 
Adjusted Residual 0.8 -2.6 3.6 -0.5 
Total Count 10 765 11 731 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.6% 44.1% 0.6% 42.2% 
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Table 29 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 17a, b 36a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.9% 6.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 -3.4  
Retire Count 19a 80a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.4% 10.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3 0.9  
Turnover Count 16a, b, c 48a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
4.5% 13.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 9 3.0  
Total Count 52 164 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3.0% 9.5% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(u). Asset or Liability?: Visioning and planning categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 37.909a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 35.891 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 5 cells (27.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.04. 
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District climate and culture was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). Table 30 
reveals the correlation between superintendent retention and her perception of district climate 
and culture as a “major asset.” Of the superintendents who planned on staying in their current 
district, 55.2% viewed district climate and culture as a “major asset,” compared to only 37.6% of 
superintendents who were planning to leave (adjusted residual of -4.5). 
 
Table 30. Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  District Climate (Including Culture) 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a, b 326b 2a, b 205a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
0.0% 55.2% 0.3% 34.7% 
Adjusted Residual -9 4.2 -6 -0 
Retire Count 4a 375a 8a 293a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
0.5% 47.6% 0% 37.2% 
Adjusted Residual 0.6 -0.4 0.9 0.7 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c, 
d, e 
133d, e 4a, b, c, d, e 131c, e 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
0.8% 37.6% 1% 37.0% 
Adjusted Residual 5 -4.5 0.8 0.3 
Total Count 7 834 14 629 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
0.4% 48.1% 0.8% 36.3% 
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Table 30 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset 
or a Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 26a 32a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
4.4% 5.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3.4 -9  
Retire Count 47a 61a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
6.0% 7.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 0  
Turnover Count 54b 29a, c, d, e 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
15.3% 8.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 6.4 0  
Total Count 127 122 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
7.3% 7.0% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(v). Asset or Liability?: District climate (including culture) categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 64.469a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 6360 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 5 cells (27.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 43. 
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The perceived asset or liability of school facilities was a statistically significant variable 
(p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood that superintendents would stay in the district if they 
perceived school facilities as a major asset (Table 31). Of the superintendents who planned on 
staying in their current district, 44.2% perceived school facilities as a “major asset,” compared to 
39% of superintendents who were planning to leave. 13.5% of superintendents who were 
planning to leave viewed school facilities as a “major liability.” 
 
Table 31.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset Liability?:  School Facilities 
 
  Major Asset Major Liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a 261a 47a 163a 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0% 44.2% 8.0% 27.6% 
Adjusted Residual 0.7 2.2 -0.1 -0.6 
Retire Count 5a, b 329b 45a 228a, b 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.6% 48% 5.7% 28.9% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7 0.9 -3.2 0.4 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c 113c 47b 103a, c 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.8% 39% 13.3% 29.1% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 -3.7 4.1 0.3 
Total Count 14 703 139 494 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.8% 40.6% 8.0% 28.5% 
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Table 31 (continued) 
 
 Minor Liability 
Neither an Asset or a 
Liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 81a 33a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
13.7% 5.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2 -6  
Retire Count 123a, b 58a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
15.6% 7.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.5 0.6  
Turnover Count 58a, b, c 30a, b, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
16.4% 8.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.7 2  
Total Count 262 121 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
15.1% 7.0% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 9(w). Asset or Liability?: School facilities categories whose column proportions do not differ 
significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3232a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 30.318 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (11%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.86. 
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As you can see in Table 32, the overall performance rating of the superintendent, 
received from the board during her annual evaluation, was a statistically significant variable 
(p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood that superintendents would stay in the district if they 
received an “excellent” rating on their annual evaluation. Of superintendents who planned on 
remaining in the district, 53% received an “excellent” overall rating on their evaluation 
compared to 45.8% of superintendents planning on leaving. This is a variable that provides a 
good example of how superintendent retention is not always the superintendent’s choice. It also 
provides validity to the author’s statement that sometimes turnover is necessary based on the 
assessment of the school board. 
 
Table 32.  Results for Survey Question:  Which One of the Following Most Accurately Describes 
the Overall Performance Rating You Received from Your School Board as a Result of Your 
Most Recent Annual Performance Evaluation? 
  Above average Average 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h 173e, f, g, h 18c, d, g, h 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.2% 29.3% 3.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.4 -2 -2.0 
Retire Count 3a, b, c, d 242c, d 35a, b, c, d 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 30.7% 4.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2 -0.4 0.0 
Turnover Count 0a 125a 24a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 35.3% 6.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0 9 2.4 
Total Count 4 540 77 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.2% 32% 4.4% 
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Table 32 (continued) 
 
  
 Below average Excellent 
Not applicable 
because I was not 
evaluated 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h 303b, d, f, h 95a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.2% 53% 16.1% 
Adjusted Residual -5 -0.7 4.8 
Retire Count 4a, b, c, d 443b, d 60a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 56.2% 7.6% 
Adjusted Residual -0.1 2.9 -4.2 
Turnover Count 4a 162a 37a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
1% 45.8% 10.5% 
Adjusted Residual 8 -2.8 -0.4 
Total Count 9 908 192 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.5% 52.4% 11% 
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Table 32 (continued) 	
 Poor Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 0a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2  
Retire Count 1a, b, c, d 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.4  
Turnover Count 2a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0  
Total Count 3 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.2% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 13. Which one of the following most accurately describes the overall performance 
rating you received from your school board as a result of your most recent annual performance evaluation? categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 46.801a 12 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 46.360 12 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 9 cells (42.9%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.6 
 
 
 
 
119 
 
	
How often a school board approves a superintendent recommendation during a board 
meeting was a statistically significant variable (p=0.006). Table 33 shows there was a higher 
likelihood that superintendents stay in the district if the school board approved their 
recommendation “90-100% of the time.” Of superintendents who planned on staying in the 
district, 93.7% had a board that approved their recommendation “90-100% of the time,” 
compared to 85.3% of superintendents who were planning on leaving the district. 
 
 
Table 33.  Results for Survey Question:  How Often Does the School Board Approve Your 
Recommendations?  
  
50-59% of the 
time 
60-69% of the 
time 
70-79% of 
the time 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 5a 0a 0a 3a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 
Adjusted Residual -0 -2.3 -2.0 -2.1 
Retire Count 11a 6a 5a 11a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
4% 0.8% 0.6% 4% 
Adjusted Residual 0.6 0.9 0 0.2 
Turnover Count 5a 4a 3a 9a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
4% 1% 0.8% 2.5% 
Adjusted Residual 0.4 5 2 2.2 
Total Count 21 10 8 23 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
2% 0.6% 0.5% 3% 
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Table 33 (continued) 
 
 
80-89% of the 
time 
90-100% of the 
time 
Less than 49% 
of the time 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 29a 554a 0a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
4.9% 93.7% 0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3 3.6 -8  
Retire Count 46a 706a 3a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
5.8% 89.6% 0.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 -0.7 0.2  
Turnover Count 28a 302a 3a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
7.9% 85.3% 0.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 8 -3.4 8  
Total Count 103 1562 6 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
5.9% 90.1% 0.3% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 14. How often does the school board approve your recommendations? categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 27.898a 12 0.006 
Likelihood Ratio 34.600 12 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 11 cells (52.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
 
The perception of about school board approval of recommendations was a statistically 
significant variable (p=0.033). In general, superintendents who planned to stay in the district felt 
there was no difference in the percentage of time the board approved recommendations on 
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educational matters than non-educational matters (Table 34). Superintendents who planned on 
leaving perceived a higher approval rating from the school board for educational issues related to 
curriculum and instruction than for other matters (for example, facility recommendations). 
 
Table 34.  Results for Survey Question:  Which One of the Following Statements About Board 
Approval of Your Recommendations is Most Accurate? 
  
The board has approved a 
higher percentage of my 
recommendations for 
education matters (e.g., 
issues related to 
curriculum and 
instruction) than it has for 
other matters (e.g., 
purchasing buses, buying 
custodial supplies). 
The board has 
approved a lower 
percentage of my 
recommendations 
for education 
matters than it has 
for other matters. 
There has been 
no difference in 
the percentage of 
recommendations 
approved in the 
two categories. 
In 5 years 
from now, do 
you plan to 
stay, leave, or 
retire from 
your current 
district? 
Retain Count 1a 124a 3a 463a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 20% 0.5% 78.3% 
Adjusted Residual -5 -.9 -2 4 
Retire Count 8a 172b 6a, b 602a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 28% 0.8% 76.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.6 -.4 -.4 .0 
Turnover Count 0a 90a 6a 258a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.0% 25.4% 7% 72.9% 
Adjusted Residual -5 6 9 -7 
Total Count 9 386 15 1323 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 22.3% 0.9% 76.3% 
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Table 34 (continued) 
 
 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, 
or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, 
or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turnover Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, 
or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 
 
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, 
or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 15. Which one of the following statements about board approval 
of your recommendations is most accurate? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly 
from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 13.707a 6 0.033 
Likelihood Ratio 14.708 6 0.023 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 84. 
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As shown in Table 35, the superintendents perception of school board members as an 
asset or liability was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood 
for a superintendent to stay in a district when she perceived school board members as a “major 
asset.” Of superintendents who planned on staying in the district, 64.3% perceived school board 
members as a “major asset,” compared to only 42.4% of superintendents who planned on leaving 
the district (adjusted residual of -6.0). Of superintendents who were planning on leaving the 
district, 13.0% of them felt school board members where a “minor liability” and 6.2% felt school 
board members were a “major liability.” Analysis of this variable revealed some of the strongest 
association with why a superintendent would stay in a district or decide to leave. 
 
 
Table 35.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  School Board Members 
 
  Major Asset Major liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 2a, b, c 380c 8b 135a, c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 64.3% 4% 22.8% 
Adjusted Residual 0.3 4.7 -4.2 -0.9 
Retire Count 3a 449a 42a 178a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.4% 57.0% 5.3% 22.6% 
Adjusted Residual 0.7 0.4 2.2 -4 
Turnover Count 0a, b 150b 22a 106a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.0% 42.4% 6.2% 29.9% 
Adjusted Residual -1 -6.0 2.2 2.8 
Total Count 5 979 72 419 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 56.5% 4.2% 24.2% 
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Table 35 (continued) 
 Minor liability 
Neither an asset or a 
liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 42a, b 24a, b, c 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
7.1% 4.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 -2.1  
Retire Count 72a 44a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9.1% 5.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.1 -0.1  
Turnover Count 46a 30a 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
13.0% 8.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.7 2.6  
Total Count 160 98 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9.2% 5.7% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 16(a). Asset or Liability?: School board members categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 59.693a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 63.855 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 02. 
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A superintendent’s perception of whether community involvement was an asset or 
liability (Table 36) was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher 
likelihood for superintendents to stay in a district when they perceived community involvement 
as a “major asset.” Of superintendents who planned on staying in the district, 47% perceived 
community involvement as a “major asset,” compared to 33.9% of superintendents planning on 
leaving. Of the superintendents who were planning on leaving, 10.2% felt community 
involvement was a “minor liability.” 
 
Table 36.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Community Involvement  
 
  Major Asset Major liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b, c, d 278c, d 1a, b, c, d 250b, d 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 47.0% 0.2% 42.3% 
Adjusted Residual -5 2.7 -1 0.3 
Retire Count 6a 339a 3a 321a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 43.0% 0.4% 40.7% 
Adjusted Residual 3 0.4 -0.1 -0.8 
Turnover Count 2a, b, c 120c 3a, b, c 153b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.6% 33.9% 0.8% 43.2% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 -3.7 5 0.6 
Total Count 9 737 7 724 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 42.5% 0.4% 48% 
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Table 36 (continued) 
 
 Minor liability 
Neither an asset or a 
liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 18a 43a, b, c, d 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3.0% 7.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3.8 -5  
Retire Count 52a 67a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
6.6% 8.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.8 -0.2  
Turnover Count 36a 40a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
10.2% 13% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.6 2.0  
Total Count 106 150 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
6.1% 8.7% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 16(f). Asset or Liability?: Community involvement categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 37.429a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 38.300 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 43. 
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As you can see in Table 37, a superintendent’s current salary was a statistically 
significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood for superintendents to leave the 
district when they perceived their current salary as a minor liability. Of the superintendents who 
planned on leaving the district, 19.5% perceived their salary as a “minor liability,” compared to 
9.0% of superintendents who planned on staying. Also, 23.0% of superintendents planning on 
staying in the district perceived current salary to be a “major asset,” compared to 15.0% of those 
superintendents who were planning on leaving the district. 
 
Table 37.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Current Salary as Superintendent  
 
  Major Asset Major liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b 136b 10a, b 203a, b 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.2% 23.0% 7% 34.3% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7 2.7 -2.2 0.1 
Retire Count 4a 147a 21a 283a 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.5% 18.7% 2.7% 35.9% 
Adjusted Residual 6 -0.7 -0.6 4 
Turnover Count 0a, b, c, d, 
e, f 
53e, f 20d 106c, f 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.0% 15.0% 5.6% 29.9% 
Adjusted Residual -1 -2.4 3.4 -9 
Total Count 5 336 51 592 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
0.3% 19.4% 2.9% 34.2% 
128 
 
	
 
Table 37 (continued) 
 
 Minor liability 
Neither an asset or a 
liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 53a 188a, b 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9.0% 38% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 -.1  
Retire Count 74a 259a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9.4% 32.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 .8  
Turnover Count 69b, d 106a, c, e, f 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
19.5% 29.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 5.4 -.9  
Total Count 196 553 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
13% 39% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 16(g). Asset or Liability?: Current salary as superintendent categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 52.169a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 48.461 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 02. 
 
 
 
129 
 
	
 
Superintendents’ current fringe benefits (Table 38) were another statistically significant 
variable (p<0.001). Mirroring the current salary variable, 15.5% of superintendents planning on 
leaving the district perceived their current fringe benefits a “minor liability” compared to 8.6% 
of superintendents who were planning on staying.  19.5% of superintendents planning on staying 
viewed their current fringe benefits as a “major asset.” 
 
Table 38.  Results for Survey Question:  Asset or Liability?:  Current Fringe Benefits as 
Superintendent  
 
  Major Asset Major liability Minor Asset 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a 115a 9a 212a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 19.5% 5% 35.9% 
Adjusted Residual -5 2 -2.0 0.4 
Retire Count 8a 141a 20a 275a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 17.9% 2.5% 34.9% 
Adjusted Residual 2.6 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 
Turnover Count 0a, b, c 55c 16a, b, c 123a, b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.0% 15.5% 4.5% 34.7% 
Adjusted Residual -5 -3 2.6 -0.2 
Total Count 9 311 45 610 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 17.9% 2.6% 35.2% 
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Table 38 (continued) 
 
 Minor liability 
Neither an asset or a 
liability 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 51a 203a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
8.6% 34.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -9 0.8  
Retire Count 78a 266a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
9.9% 33.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 0.5  
Turnover Count 55b 105a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
15.5% 29.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.4 -6  
Total Count 184 574 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
10.6% 33.1% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 16(h). Asset or Liability?: Current fringe benefits as superintendent categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 28.954a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 29.232 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 84. 
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The next series of variables align with AASA’s framework of roles and responsibilities of 
superintendents (communicator, manager, instructional leader, statesman/political leader, applied 
social scientist). Table 39 shows the level of emphasis on the superintendent to be an 
instructional leader was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher 
likelihood for a superintendent to remain in the district if the level of emphasis on being an 
instructional leader was “substantial.” Of superintendents who planned on remaining in the 
district, 65.7% perceived the level of emphasis on being an instructional leader was 
“substantial,” compared to only 50% of superintendents planning on leaving the district (adjusted 
residual of -4.1).  
 
Table 39.  Results for Survey Question:  Level of Emphasis: Instructional Leader 
 
  Low Moderate None Substantial 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b 20a, b 181b 1a, b 388a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 3.4% 30.6% 0.2% 65.7% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 -5 -2.8 -5 3.7 
Retire Count 5a 33a 279a 4a 467a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.6% 4.2% 35.4% 0.5% 59.3% 
Adjusted Residual 9 -0.5 0.2 -0.1 -0.2 
Turnover Count 0a, b 24b 149b 4a, b 177a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.0% 6.8% 42.1% 1% 50.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2 2.4 3.1 8 -4.1 
Total Count 6 77 609 9 1032 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 4.4% 35.1% 0.5% 59.5% 
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Table 39 (continued) 
 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turnover Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 
 
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 17(a). Level of Emphasis: Instructional leader categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 30.984a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 3401 8 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
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The school board’s level of emphasis on the superintendent to be a statesman or political 
leader (Table 40) was a statistically significant variable (p<0.001). There was a higher likelihood 
for a superintendent to remain in the district if the level of emphasis on being a statesman or 
political leader was substantial. Of superintendents who planned on remaining in the district, 
59.7% perceived the level of emphasis on being a statesman or political leader was “substantial,” 
compared to only 49.2% of superintendents who planned on leaving. 
 
Table 40.  Results for Survey Question:  Level of Emphasis:  Statesman, Political Leader 
 
  Low Moderate None Substantial 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a 37a 191a 4a 353a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 6.3% 32.3% 0.7% 59.7% 
Adjusted Residual -4 -2.1 -5 -0.6 3.0 
Retire Count 16a 59a 287a 5a 421a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2.0% 7.5% 36.4% 0.6% 53.4% 
Adjusted Residual 3 -0 4 -0.9 -0 
Turnover Count 6a, b 46b 122a 6a, b 174a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
7% 13.0% 34.5% 7% 49.2% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 3.7 -0.1 9 -2.4 
Total Count 28 142 600 15 948 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
6% 8.2% 34.6% 0.9% 54.7% 
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Table 40 (continued) 
 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turnover Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 
 
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 17(c). Level of Emphasis: Statesman, political leader categories whose 
column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 25.449a 8 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 23.775 8 0.002 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 1 cells (6.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.06. 
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The board’s level of emphasis on the superintendent being an applied social scientist 
(e.g., using research to solve problems) was a statistically significant variable (p=0.009). Table 
41 shows there was not a strong trend in the data to make a judgment on how this variable 
contributed to the staying power of the superintendent. Overall, 41% of all superintendents felt a 
“moderate” emphasis on being an applied social scientist. 
 
Table 41.  Results of Survey Question:  Level of Emphasis:  Applied Social Scientist (e.g., 
Using/Conducting Research to Solve Problems) 
 
  Low Moderate 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a, b 191a, b 250a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0% 32.3% 42.3% 
Adjusted Residual 2 -5 0.7 
Retire Count 3a 280a 325a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.4% 35.5% 42% 
Adjusted Residual -4 0.7 0.1 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c 130a, b, c 137c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.8% 36.7% 38.7% 
Adjusted Residual 0.4 0.9 -0 
Total Count 12 601 712 
In 5 years from now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or retire from your 
current district? 
0.7% 34.7% 41% 
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Table 41 (continued) 
 
 None Substantial  
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 34b 110a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
5.8% 18.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.2 2.3  
Retire Count 59a 121a 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
7.5% 15.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.3 -0.5  
Turnover Count 41b 43a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
16% 12.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.0 -2.1  
Total Count 134 274 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
7.7% 15.8% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 17(d). Level of Emphasis: Applied social scientist (e.g., using/conducting research to solve 
problems) categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 20.251a 8 0.009 
Likelihood Ratio 19.860 8 0.011 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.45. 
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The board’s level of emphasis on the superintendent to be an effective communicator was 
a statistically significant variable (p=0.013). As shown in Table 42, of superintendents who were 
planning on remaining in their district, 90% perceived the level of emphasis on being an 
effective communicator as “substantial” compared to 81% of superintendents who planning on 
leaving the district. 
 
Table 42.  Results for Survey Question:  Level of Emphasis:  Effective Communicator 
 
  Low Moderate None Substantial 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 2a, b 2a, b 55b 0a, b 532a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 0.3% 9.3% 0.0% 90.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 -3 -3.8 -0 4.2 
Retire Count 4a 7a 121a 1a 655a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 0.9% 15.4% 0.1% 83.1% 
Adjusted Residual 0.3 0.9 9 0.1 -2.1 
Turnover Count 2a 3a 61a 1a 287a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.6% 0.8% 17.2% 0.3% 81% 
Adjusted Residual 0.3 0.4 2.2 0 -2.4 
Total Count 8 12 237 2 1474 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.5% 0.7% 13.7% 0.1% 85.1% 
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Table 42 (continued) 
 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 
 
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turnover Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 17(e). Level of Emphasis: Effective communicator categories whose column proportions do not differ 
significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.355a 8 0.013 
Likelihood Ratio 20.728 8 0.008 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.4 
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Summary of Research Question #1 
Through this research, it was determined that there is a statistically significant difference 
between superintendents who wished to remain in the district or leave the district related to 
AASA’s framework of social, educational, and professional needs, as well as compared to labor 
market and dissatisfaction theory factors; 40 out of 53 variables showed a statistically significant 
result. 
It is important to note that every variable dealing with local school boards demonstrated a 
statistically significant difference. There also were statistically significant differences with labor 
market variables associated with salary, benefits, and the overall perceived positive or negative 
culture of a school district. For example, community involvement, athletic programs, parental 
support for students, and quality of teaching staff were important factors in a superintendent 
choosing to stay in a district. These variables also overlapped into the social and educational 
needs of superintendents as well as into labor market and dissatisfaction theory variable 
categories. 
 
Research Question #2 
 Five variables were utilized to determine if there was a statistically significant difference 
between superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for another five 
years compared to those who did not for superintendent and school demographic variables. 
Utilizing a chi-square test, it was determined that 4 out of 5 variables demonstrated a statistically 
significant difference (p<0.05). The statistically significant factors included years of experience 
as a superintendent (p<.001), age (p<.001), age of first superintendent position (p<.001), and 
student enrollment of the district (p<.001). Table 2 summarizes the p-value of each variable 
analyzed in this research study. 
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As shown in Table 43, the number of years of experience as a superintendent was a 
statistically significant variable (p<0.001) in whether a superintendent decided to stay or leave a 
district. Superintendents who had been a superintendent for “13 or more” years had a higher 
likelihood of retiring within five years (adjusted residual of 10.9). Of superintendents who 
planned on staying in the district, 33.8% had “2-4” years of experience while 36.7% of 
superintendents in the same experience range planned on leaving the district. Thus, a 
superintendent with “13 or more” years of experience had a higher likelihood of retiring, 
compared to a superintendent with 2-4 years of experience. 
 
Table 43.  Results for Survey Question:  Including the Current School Year, How Many Years 
Have You Been a School Superintendent? 
 
  1 13 or more 2-4 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b, c, d 68d 88c 200b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 15% 14.9% 33.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0.7 6.7 -6.9 4.8 
Retire Count 2a, b, c, d, e 16e 294d 133c, e 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 2.0% 37.3% 16.9% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 -6.5 10.9 -8.5 
Turnover Count 2a, b, c 22a, b, c 50c 130b 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.6% 6.2% 14.1% 36.7% 
Adjusted Residual 1 0.1 -5.3 4.8 
Total Count 5 106 432 463 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.3% 6.1% 24.9% 26.7% 
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Table 43 (continued) 
 
 5-8 9-12  
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 157a 77a, c 591 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
26.6% 13.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -0.3 -6  
Retire Count 198b 145a 788 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
25.1% 18.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -7 3.8  
Turnover Count 114b 36a, c 354 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
32.2% 10.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.4 -2.8  
Total Count 469 258 1733 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
27.1% 14.9% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 63. Including the current school year, how many years have you been a school 
superintendent? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 210.613a 10 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 215.070 10 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 3 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 02. 
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The age of a superintendent was a statistically significant demographic variable 
(p<0.001). Superintendents in the “61-65” age range have a high likelihood of retiring. 
Superintendents in the “41-45” age range have the highest likelihood of staying in the district. 
Superintendents who were planning on leaving their current school district had the highest 
percentage of respondents in the “51-55” age range (24.9%). Older age directly correlates with a 
superintendent’s plans to retire within five years. While this is an expected finding, it lends 
validity to the statistical analysis used in this research. 
 
Table 44.  Results for Survey Question:  What is Your Age? 
 
  36-40 41-45 46-50 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 1a, b, c, d, e 44f 97f 115f 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.2% 7.4% 16.4% 19.5% 
Adjusted Residual -2.1 4.9 7.1 6.3 
Retire Count 10a, b, c 0d, e 1e 24d, f 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
3% 0.0% 0.1% 3.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 -7.9 -12.1 -10.8 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c, d, e, f, 
g, h, i, j, k, l 
28e, f, h, j, l 66i, j, k, l 77g, h, k, l 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 7.9% 18.6% 28% 
Adjusted Residual 0.1 4.0 6.6 5.9 
Total Count 14 72 164 216 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0.8% 4.2% 9.5% 12.5% 
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Table 44 (continued) 
 
 51-55 56-60 61-65 66 
Decline to 
answer 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 157e 127c, d 31b 5b, d 2a, b, c, d, e, f 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
26.6% 25% 5.2% 0.8% 0.3% 
Adjusted Residual 2.2 -5.4 -8.5 -3.5 0.0 
Retire Count 162c 321b 224a 43a 3a, b, c, f 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
20.6% 40.7% 28.4% 5.5% 0.4% 
Adjusted Residual -2.6 9.2 13.6 6.2 0.2 
Turnover Count 88d, f 67c, m 13b, n 0m, n 1a, b, c, d, e, f, g, 
h, i, j, k, l, m, n 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
24.9% 18.9% 3.7% 0.0% 0.3% 
Adjusted Residual 0.7 -5.0 -6.9 -3.6 -0.2 
Total Count 407 515 268 48 6 
In 5 years from now, do 
you plan to stay, leave, or 
retire from your current 
district? 
23.5% 29.7% 15.5% 2.8% 0.3% 
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Table 44 (continued) 
 
 Less than 36 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 12a, c, e, f 591 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
2.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 8  
Retire Count 0d, e 788 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
0.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -4.4  
Turnover Count 11a, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k, l 354 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
3.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.3  
Total Count 23 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
3% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 64. What is your age? categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly 
from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 585.125a 18 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 710.871 18 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 6 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
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Table 45 shows that the age at which a person first became a superintendent was a 
statistically significant demographic variable (p<0.001). Superintendents who first became a 
superintendent when they were “41-45” years old are more likely to identify as wanting to stay in 
their current district (adjusted residual of 3.4). Of superintendents who first became a 
superintendent when they were “46-50” years old, 25.7% stated they would like to leave the 
district in five years. 
Table 45.  Results of Survey Question:  At What Age Did You First Become a Superintendent? 
 
  36-40 41-45 46-50 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 6a, b, c, d 120c, d 135b, d 123a 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
0% 20.3% 22.8% 20.8% 
Adjusted Residual -0.5 2.9 3.4 -2.1 
Retire Count 11a, b, c, d, e, f, g 93f, g 114e, g 199c, d 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
4% 18% 14.5% 25.3% 
Adjusted Residual 0.6 -5.0 -3.9 3 
Turnov
er 
Count 4a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, 
i 
77f, g, h, i 70d, e, h, i 91c, e, g, i 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
1% 28% 19.8% 25.7% 
Adjusted Residual -0.2 2.8 0.7 0.9 
Total Count 21 290 319 413 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
2% 16.7% 18.4% 23.8% 
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Table 45 (continued) 
 
 51-55 56-60 61 or more Less than 36 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire 
from your current 
district? 
Retain Count 103a, b, c, d 22a 1a 81a, b, c, d 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
17.4% 3.7% 0.2% 13.7% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 -3.6 -2.8 .2 
Retire Count 184b, d 79b 17b 91a, c, e, f, g 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
23.4% 10.0% 2.2% 15% 
Adjusted Residual 4.8 5.1 3.6 -2.2 
Turnover Count 33b 15a, b, c, d, e, 
f, g, h, i 
2a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, 
i 
62a, c, d, e, f, g, h, i 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
9.3% 4.2% 0.6% 17.5% 
Adjusted Residual -5.0 -2.1 -2 2.5 
Total Count 320 116 20 234 
In 5 years from now, do you 
plan to stay, leave, or retire 
from your current district? 
18.5% 6.7% 2% 13.5% 
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Table 45 (continued) 
 Total 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Retire Count 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Turnover Count 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
100.0% 
Adjusted Residual  
Total Count 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, leave, or retire from 
your current district? 
100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 70. At what age did you first become a superintendent? categories whose column 
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
 
Table 45 (continued) 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 108.463a 14 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 113.650 14 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 2 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.09. 
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The student enrollment for a school district a superintendent currently serves is also a 
statistically significant demographic variable (p<0.001). Table 46 presents data which reveals 
that a superintendent who serves in a school district with an enrollment of “1,000 to 2,999” 
students has a higher likelihood of being retained in the district; 36% of all superintendents who 
stated they would like to remain in the district for another 5 years served districts with “1,000 to 
2,999” students. A superintendent who serves in a school district with “300 to 900” students has 
a higher likelihood of wanting to leave the district within five years (adjusted residual of 4.6). 
Thus, the enrollment of a district appears to be a significant factor in whether a superintendent 
stays or leaves a district. Superintendents of smaller districts tend to be more likely to plan to 
leave. 
 
Table 46.  Results for Survey Question:  How Many Students Were Enrolled in Your District? 
 
  1,000 to 2,999 10,000 to 24,999 100,000 or more 
In 5 years from 
now, do you 
plan to stay, 
leave, or retire 
from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 7a 187a 41a 1a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
2% 36% 6.9% 0.2% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 0.6 9 -0.9 
Retire Count 10a, b 268b 41a, b 3a, b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
3% 34.0% 5.2% 0.4% 
Adjusted Residual -0.9 2.7 -0.5 0.2 
Turnover Count 10a, b, c 78c 13a, b, c 2a, b, c 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
2.8% 22.0% 3.7% 0.6% 
Adjusted Residual 2.2 -4.0 -7 0.8 
Total Count 27 533 95 6 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to 
stay, leave, or retire from your current 
district? 
6% 30.8% 5.5% 0.3% 
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Table 46 (continued) 
 25,000 to 49,999 3,000 to 4,999 300 to 999 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 12a 75a 158a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.0% 12.7% 26.7% 
Adjusted Residual 0.0 -0.1 -0.7 
Retire Count 20a, b 101a, b 190a 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.5% 12.8% 24.1% 
Adjusted Residual 4 0.1 -3.1 
Turnover Count 3a, b, c 45a, b, c 133b 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
0.8% 12.7% 37.6% 
Adjusted Residual -8 0.0 4.6 
Total Count 35 221 481 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
2.0% 12.8% 27.8% 
 
 
5,000 to 
9,999 
50,000 to 
99,999 
Fewer than 
300 
 
In 5 years from 
now, do you plan 
to stay, leave, or 
retire from your 
current district? 
Retain Count 61a 5a 44a 591 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
10.3% 0.8% 7.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1 0.1 -9  
Retire Count 76a, b 7a, b 72a, b 788 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
9.6% 0.9% 9.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 0.5 0.3 -0.2  
Turnover Count 23a, c 2a, b, c 45a, b 354 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
6.5% 0.6% 12.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 -0.6 2.5  
Total Count 160 14 161 1733 
In 5 years from now, do you plan to stay, 
leave, or retire from your current district? 
9.2% 0.8% 9.3% 100.0% 
Note:  Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 4. How many students were enrolled in your district as of October 1, 2009? categories 
whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 46 (continued) 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 52.273a 18 0.001 
Likelihood Ratio 52.233 18 0.001 
N of Valid Cases 1733   
a 5 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23. 
 
Summary of Research Question #2 
 Years of experience as a superintendent, age, age of first superintendent position, and 
student enrollment were statistically significant factors associated with superintendent retention 
and turnover. The only demographic variable not statistically significant was gender (p=0.185). 
Most notable to this research was that the greatest likelihood of a superintendent planning on 
leaving a district occurred in school districts with enrollment between 300-999 students, a 
statistic that is sure to have an impact on small and rural school districts attempting to retain their 
superintendent. 
Research Question #3 
 The third and final research question was to determine, for school superintendents who 
participated in the AASA’s 2010 State of the Superintendency Study, to what extent AASA’s 
framework of social, educational, and professional needs of a superintendent and labor market 
factors predict superintendents wanting to stay in the district for another five years. Utilizing a 
nominal regression to explain the relationship between the dependent variable and independent 
variables, a model was created and analyzed. A nominal regression is used to describe data and 
to explain the relationship between the one dependent categorical variable and several predictor 
variables (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). The dependent variable was whether superintendents 
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planned on remaining the district (retain), those who planned on leaving (turnover), and those 
who planned on retiring (retire). Three methods (model fitting information, goodness-of-fit, and 
pseudo r-squared) were analyzed to verify that the analysis produced a statistically significant 
model to predict superintendent retention and turnover. The model fitting information (Table 47) 
provided a statistically significant result (p<0.001) for the likelihood ratio tests. The goodness-
of-fit verified a statistically significant (p<0.001) model as well (Table 48). Also, to verify the 
accuracy and statistical significance of the predictive model, the pseudo r-square value 
(Nagelkerke) was assessed. A pseudo r-squared value provides the researcher with an analysis of 
how likely an outcome can be predicted for a categorical dependent variable (Agresti, 2002). The 
Nagelkerke pseudo r-square value of 0.773 showed a strong association between the dependent 
and independent variables (Agresti, 2002) of the predictive model (Table 49). The results of all 
three of these analyses show a statistically significant predictive model. 
 
Table 47.  Model Fitting Information 
 
Model 
Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
AIC BIC -2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept Only 3642.176 3653.091 3638.176    
Final 3106.643 7014.291 1674.643 1963.533 714 0.001 
 
 
Table 48.  Goodness-of-Fit 
 
 Chi-Square df Sig. 
Pearson 663007 2750 0.001 
Deviance 1674.643 2750 000 
 
Table 49.  Pseudo R-Square 
 
Pseudo R-Square 
Cox and Snell 0.678 
Nagelkerke 0.773 
McFadden 0.540 
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In Table 50, based on likelihood ratio tests, the variables that have a statistically 
significant (p<0.05) role in predicting superintendent retention or turnover are listed. Of these, 
the most salient variables are why the board hired the superintendent, level of influence from 
special interest groups, level of influence from state school board associations, how satisfied the 
superintendent is with the district, how many years the superintendent has served as a 
superintendent, the perceived asset or liability of media coverage, federal funding, athletic 
programs, fringe benefits, level of emphasis as a political leader, and how many students are 
enrolled in the district. The variables used in the likelihood ratio test were the same variables 
analyzed in research questions one and two. Regardless of whether the variable was statistically 
significant in research questions one and two, the variables were still analyzed in the likelihood 
ratio tests. 
Table 50.  Likelihood Ratio Tests 
Effect 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood 
of Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept 1674.643a 0.001 0 . 
Which one of the following is the primary reason why your school 
board employed you as superintendent? 
1718.196 43.554 16 0.001 
Level of Influence: Community special interest groups in your district 1704.443 29.800 10 0.001 
Level of Influence: State school boards association 1719.149 44.506 10 0.001 
Which one of the following most accurately summarizes how 
successful you are as a superintendent? 
1692.028 17.385 8 0.026 
How satisfied are you with your career choice to be a superintendent? 1695.012 20.369 8 0.009 
How satisfied are you with the district (schools, programs, employees) 
in which you are currently employed? 
1713.736 39.094 8 0.001 
How satisfied are you with your current school board? 1693.595 18.953 8 0.015 
How satisfied are you with your current total compensation (both 
salary and benefits)? 
1695.112 20.469 8 0.009 
Including the current school year, how many years have you been a 
school superintendent? 
1738.390 63.748 10 0.001 
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Table 50 (continued) 
Effect 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood 
of Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig. 
When you were employed in your present superintendency, were you 
already employed in the same district? 
169915 17.272 4 0.002 
Which one of the following most accurately explains why you left 
your previous superintendency? 
182899 147.257 112 0.014 
Asset or Liability?: Racial/ethnic diversity in the community 1696.407 2765 10 0.016 
Asset or Liability?: Media coverage (all types of print and electronic 
media) 
1704.644 30.002 10 0.001 
Asset or Liability?: State mandates and accountability standards 1696.141 2498 10 0.018 
Asset or Liability?: Federal funding 1709.370 34.728 10 0.001 
Asset or Liability?: Employee unions (including the teachers’ union) 1700.630 25.987 10 0.004 
Asset or Liability?: Student behavior 1693.458 18.815 10 0.043 
Asset or Liability?: Competition from charter schools 1694.785 20.142 10 0.028 
Asset or Liability?: Parental/family support for students 1697.186 22.543 10 0.013 
Asset or Liability?: Athletic programs 1709.470 34.827 10 0.001 
Asset or Liability?: School facilities 1698.675 24.033 10 0.008 
Asset or Liability?: Community involvement 1692.854 18.212 10 0.051 
Asset or Liability?: Current fringe benefits as superintendent 1709.517 34.875 10 0.001 
Level of Emphasis: Statesman, political leader 1707.225 32.582 8 0.001 
Level of Emphasis: Applied social scientist (e.g., using/conducting 
research to solve problems) 
1692.320 17.678 8 0.024 
How many students were enrolled in your district as of October 1, 
2009? 
1723.145 48.502 18 0.001 
Note:  The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model and a reduced model. The reduced model is 
formed by omitting an effect from the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0. 
a This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the effect does not increase the degrees of freedom. 
 
The final assessment of the predictive validity of models for superintendent retention and 
turnover was a classification analysis. The classification analysis provides the researcher with 
information on what percent of the time variables used to predict whether a superintendent stays 
or leaves predicts the outcome accurately (Agresti, 2002). The variables outlined in the 
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likelihood ratio test (Table 51) are an accurate predictor for superintendent retention 76.5% of 
the time, an accurate predictor for retirement 88.6% of the time, and an accurate predictor for 
turnover 68.6% of the time. 
Table 51.  Classification 
Observed 
Predicted 
Retain Retire Turnover Percent Correct 
Retain 452 92 47 76.5% 
Retire 62 698 28 88.6% 
Turnover 64 47 243 68.6% 
Overall Percentage 33.4% 48.3% 18.3% 80.4% 
 
 
Summary of Question #3 
Research pertaining to Question 3 permitted the creation of a predictive model, based on 
AASA’s framework of social, educational, and professional needs of superintendents and labor 
market factors. The variables that provided the strongest statistical significance (p<0.001) 
included the primary reason the school board employed the superintendent, level of influence of 
community special interest groups, level of positive influence of state school board associations, 
job satisfaction, years of experience of the superintendent, media coverage, federal funding, 
athletic programs, fringe benefits, level of emphasis as a statesman/political leader, and school 
enrollment. Overall, when using the variables outlined in this model, there is an 80.4% accuracy 
rate. The researcher was able to create a model to show which variables could be used to predict 
if a superintendent would stay or go. For practical purposes in the field, a client group (for 
example, a board of education) may want to limit the number of variables to analyze. For the 
purpose of this study, all of the variables of interest are included, but the number of predictor 
variables may be pared down to suit the needs of a group wanting to use the information.   
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Conclusion 
 
 Through this research study, it was possible to derive an answer to the three research 
questions with confidence. There are variables of the AASA’s framework of social, educational, 
and professional needs of superintendents, roles and responsibilities of a superintendent, as well 
as labor market factors, that have a statistical significance for superintendents who plan on 
staying in the district they currently serve or leave the district within five years. For social needs, 
eight out of eleven variables analyzed had statistical significance. Those variables included 
community involvement, district climate and culture, status in the local community, satisfaction 
with compensation, current salary, fringe benefits, characterizations of the community, and the 
perception of how successful the superintendent feels. 
For the educational needs of a superintendent, 32 out of 41 variables had a statistical 
significance. Those with the strongest statistical significance (p < .001) included why the board 
hired the superintendent, level of influence by the superintendent, extent to which the 
superintendent has positive relationships with school board members, satisfaction with the board, 
performance rating by the board, employee unions, school board member behavior, school board 
members, satisfaction with career choice as a superintendent, satisfaction with the district, 
number of different public schools the superintendent has served, level of emphasis as an 
instructional leader and political leader, employee behavior, family support, athletic programs, 
administrative staff, teaching staff, non-educational staff, vision, and planning and community 
involvement. For professional needs, there was one out of three variables that had statistical 
significance. 
The superintendent’s years of experience was a statistically significant predictor variable 
(p < .001). There are demographic variables associated with superintendent turnover or retention 
that are statistically significant among the superintendents who participated in the AASA 2010 
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State of the Superintendency Study. Those demographic variables included years of experience 
as a superintendent, age, age of first superintendent position, and student enrollment of the 
district. 
Additionally, four out of the five roles and responsibilities of a superintendent outlined by 
AASA were statistically significant. Being an instructional leader (p < .001), a statesman (p < 
.001), an applied social scientist (p = .009), and an effective communicator (p = .013) were all 
statistically significant when comparing them to if a superintendent was planning on staying or 
leaving the district. 
This research also found statistically significant labor market factors related to 
superintendent retention and turnover. Salary, fringe benefits, status in the local community, the 
characterization of the community, athletic programs, and community involvement were all 
statistically significant factors on whether a superintendent wanted to stay in her current school 
district or whether she wanted to leave. 
Finally, this study created a predictive model, with an accuracy rate of 80.4%, indicating 
which variables have an association with whether or not a superintendent wanted to stay in the 
current district they serve or leave. Significant variables (p<.001) included the primary reason 
the school board employed the superintendent, level of influence of community special interest 
groups, level of influence of state school board associations, job satisfaction, years of experience 
of the superintendent, media coverage, federal funding, athletic programs, fringe benefits, level 
of emphasis as a statesman/political leader, and school enrollment. All variables listed in Table 
50 were statistically significant predictors of superintendent retention. When using these 
variables to predict if a superintendent was planning on staying in the district, the predictive 
model was 76.5% accurate. When using the variables to predict if a superintendent was planning 
on retiring, the model was 88.6% accurate. Finally, when predicting if a superintendent was 
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planning on leaving a district, the variables included in the predictive model were 68.6% 
accurate. The final chapter of this research study discusses the theoretical impact of these 
findings, the educational impact of these findings, and the need for future research.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
 The purpose of this study was to determine if, for superintendents who participated in the 
AASA 2010 State of the Superintendency Study, there was a statistically significant association 
of variables between superintendents who indicated they wished to remain in the district for 
another five years compared to those who wished to leave. Dependent variables were compared 
to variables related to AASA’s framework of social, educational, and professional needs of a 
superintendent, labor market factors, dissatisfaction theory factors, and demographic factors. 
Another goal of this study was to determine if there were factors that could be utilized to create a 
predictive model for superintendent retention or turnover.  This chapter will focus on the 
theoretical implications of this research on superintendent retention and turnover, the 
implications for the field with this research, and recommendations for further study. This 
research utilized a national survey and analyzed the average of responses. Local context may be 
different depending on geographic location and culture. 
Discussion and Theoretical Implications 
Social, Educational, and Professional Needs 
AASA’s model indicates that superintendents have social, educational, and professional 
needs that must be met (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). This research 
supported AASA’s theory that social and educational needs of superintendents are very 
important in regards to if a superintendent intends on staying or leaving a district. For 
professional needs, the research was less convincing, with only one of the variables having a 
statistical significance (years of experience as a superintendent, p < .001). The variables related 
to social, educational, and professional needs of superintendents appears to have a strong 
positive association among them for social and educational needs. 
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Social Needs 
As noted in Chapter Two, social challenges for superintendents can include demographic, 
economic, or fiscal issues that create pressure on superintendents to raise the standard of 
excellence in the district he or she leads. This research added to the body of knowledge of what 
factors actually matter for superintendents’ social needs in regards to whether he or she is 
planning on staying in or leaving the district. Superintendents who want to stay in a district 
responded that actively involved communities were a positive asset. Factors such as 
characteristics of the community, and positive district climate and culture also made a difference 
as to whether they were going to stay or leave.  Superintendents consider their status as the 
professional leader of the educational system within the community when faced with the 
decision to remain in a district or pursue other opportunities. A superintendent wants to serve in 
communities that values him as a professional. Superintendents do not want to serve in 
communities that have a negative perception of administration, regardless of the person serving 
in that role. In addition, superintendents who wanted to stay said they were satisfied with their 
compensation (salary and fringe benefits), which also is categorized as a social need.  
Educational Needs 
Educational needs of superintendents revolve around the notion that the superintendent is 
the educational leader of the district. Educational needs are affected by the improvement needed 
in secondary and elementary schools as well as by school governance (Kowalski, McCord, 
Petersen, Young, & Ellerson, 2011). Educational needs were the vast majority of variables 
within AASA’s survey. 
This research not only supported AASA’s notion that educational needs are important, 
but added to the narrative by expanding what factors mattered most in whether a superintendent 
wanted to stay or leave. For example, everything dealing with superintendent and board 
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relationships mattered. This relationship was highlighted by positive associations with variables 
such as satisfaction level with the school board, school board member behavior, or the 
performance rating given to the superintendent by the school board. Superintendents who wanted 
to stay had their educational needs met by a district that had quality facilities, had opportunities 
to increase the budget through local funding, and had a positive influence over state officials.  
Professional Needs 
Finally, the professional needs of superintendents are mainly defined as the academic 
preparation and licensing of a superintendent. Professional superintendents are appropriately 
licensed, abide by a code of ethics, and value autonomy. The number of years of experience by a 
superintendent was statistically significant on whether a superintendent planned on staying in a 
district or leaving a district. What may be more telling to the story about professional needs was 
the professional variable that measured the level of influence by state school board associations, 
which was not a statistically significant variable in whether a superintendent was planning on 
staying or leaving a school district. Every variable related to local school boards was a 
statistically significant factor in whether a superintendent chose to stay or leave a district. If 
school boards are the most important factor in whether a superintendent stays or leaves, it is 
challenging to believe that the associations tasked with providing support to these school board 
are not significant. State school board associations are tasked with providing resources and 
professional development to local school boards so they can become effective governing entities. 
 
Dissatisfaction Theory 
 One of the strongest lessons learned through this research is that boards of education 
matter when factoring in whether a superintendent stays in a district or leaves. Every single 
variable dealing with a local school board had a statistically significant relationship with a 
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superintendent’s decision to stay (retain), leave (turnover), or retire (retire). These variables 
included the extent to which the superintendent has a positive relationship with the school board, 
the superintendent’s satisfaction level with the school board, performance rating by the school 
board of the superintendent, school board member behavior, the perceived asset or liability of 
school board members, the percent of time the school board approved the superintendent’s 
recommendations, and the superintendent’s perception of school board approvals. 
 Delagardelle (2006) summarized the importance of school boards as they have the 
essential responsibility to oversee the superintendent, who is managing the teaching and learning, 
curriculum and instruction, and the learning environment of the district. School boards rely on 
the superintendent to provide the best opportunity for students, which in turn can fuel 
disagreement or dissatisfaction within the community on how that opportunity is provided 
(Adler, 2010). This research supported both Delgardelle and Adler’s research that 
superintendents need to work together as a team with the board. It also provided evidence that a 
superintendent wants to work for a board that values his skills and abilities, while genuinely 
wanting a positive working relationship. 
 Since every variable dealing with a local school board had a statistical significance, it 
shows that a school board is one of the most influential factors associated with if a 
superintendent wants to stay or leave a district. School boards must evaluate how they operate 
and how they behave. For example, how often does the board accept the superintendent’s 
recommendation in a public board meeting, or are they openly critical of the superintendent’s 
decisions?  They should effectively evaluate their superintendent and choose what governance 
model to employ at a local level. For example, will the board accept research based roles and 
responsibilities, or will they choose to micromanage? There must be clear and transparent 
discussion of what the board’s expectations are for the superintendent, and what the 
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superintendent’s expectations are for the board. School boards should strive to focus on the key 
work of school boards by focusing on vision, accountability, policy, community leadership, and 
building a positive relationship with the superintendent. 
 The researcher found it surprising that superintendents who planned on leaving the 
district described themselves as being a change agent as the primary reason for which the board 
hired them. This description would align with dissatisfaction theory in regard to whether or not 
the community was accepting those changes and how that affects the job satisfaction of the 
superintendent. For example, a board may feel changes are needed within a system, thus they 
hire a superintendent who is perceived as a change agent. Once those changes are made, the 
community then weighs in on whether they can accept those changes or not. If they cannot 
accept those changes, the community becomes dissatisfied with the superintendent, and either 
puts pressure on the current school board to make a change, or through the election process, 
create new school board members to put pressure on the superintendent. Either way, pressure is 
put on the superintendent, creating an environment that is no longer desirable. Again, this is a 
national survey based on averages, so local context would be needed, but it would beg the 
question as to why a superintendent would want to risk going to a district that is in need of a 
change agent, if that means (on average), a shorter tenure could exist. For example, if a 
superintendent accepts a position in a district, knowing the district is expecting major changes 
from the new superintendent, it is risky for the superintendent, because even if the change is 
needed and implemented well, there are factors beyond the superintendent’s control on what the 
reaction from the community will be. 
Labor Market Perspective 
With the labor market perspective, the superintendent evaluates the costs and benefits of 
staying in his or her current position against the perceived value of a position elsewhere. The 
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final decision whether to leave the district is decided upon by the option that provides the greater 
benefit-to-cost differential (Grissom & Anderson, 2010). Within this benefit-cost analysis, 
superintendents not only evaluate their salary, but also their working conditions, perceived 
relationship with the school board, and other working condition factors. For example, a 
superintendent who is shared between two districts may choose to take a different position with a 
district, even though the salary is the same, because he no longer wants to be working for two 
different boards. 
The labor market perspective was an important concept in this study. This research added 
to the body of knowledge of the labor market perspective because there were several statistically 
significant factors related to the labor market perspective. A superintendent’s desire for a higher 
salary and better fringe benefits played a role in whether he wanted to stay or leave a district. As 
did whether or not the position of the superintendent was viewed as having a positive status in 
the local community. The characterization of who held the power in the community was a 
notable issue for superintendents. For example, was the power over important educational 
decisions held by a few influential people? Was that decision making authority deferred to the 
superintendent and the board by the community? Or was the power dispersed broadly among 
various stakeholders? Superintendents who expressed they planned on leaving the district also 
characterized the power for decisions to be resting with only a few influential people.  
Athletic programs perceived as a major asset to superintendents were an important factor 
in a superintendent staying in a district. Positive community involvement was a statistically 
significant factor on whether a superintendent wanted to stay in his current school district or 
whether he wanted to leave. If a superintendent viewed the community involvement as a minor 
liability, there is a higher likelihood that superintendent is planning on leaving the district.  
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This study gave support to the concept that superintendents would gauge their job 
satisfaction, status in the community, compensation, or quality of facilities against that of a job 
opportunity that existed elsewhere. For example, if a search firm contacts a superintendent about 
a position in a different district, the superintendent would compare his or her current satisfaction, 
salary, and quality of life with that of the job opportunity being presented.  
The first major finding of this research was how important the board of education was in 
whether a superintendent was planning on staying or leaving a district. Another important 
finding of this study is that the demographic factor of the size of school district made a 
difference on whether a superintendent was planning on staying or leaving. Superintendents who 
were in a smaller school district of 300-900 students were more likely to leave within five years. 
This phenomenon was the second major surprise for the researcher. Yes, the relationship with the 
school board is a statistically significant factor in whether a superintendent stays or goes; 
however, even when a positive relationship exists, the superintendents still analyzed their current 
salary and size of school in relation to whether they wanted to stay or leave a district. 
Satisfaction with salary, fringe benefits, and the size of school were all statistically significant 
factors in the predictive model of whether a superintendent was going to stay or leave a district.  
Job Satisfaction 
 For the purpose of this research, job satisfaction was defined as an emotional reaction to a 
job that results from the incumbent’s comparison of actual outcomes with those that are desired 
(Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992). This research supported job satisfaction, as defined above, as a 
viable factor in why a superintendent may stay or leave a district. There were several variables, 
when compared to whether a superintendent was planning on staying or leaving a district, which 
supported the theory that job satisfaction is important. One of those variables included the 
positive association with the primary reason why the board employed the superintendent. For 
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example, when given the choices of being described as having the ability to be an instructional 
leader, ability to communicate with stakeholders, ability to maintain status quo, manage fiscal 
resources, having leadership experience outside of education, personal characteristics (such as 
honesty), or the ability to be a change agent, superintendents who stated they were hired because 
of their personal characteristics had a higher likelihood of staying in the district. In contrast, 
those who identified themselves as being hired to be a change agent had a higher likelihood of 
planning on leaving the district within five years.  
The superintendent’s satisfaction with the school board was also a statistically significant 
factor in whether a superintendent stayed or left. Superintendents who were planning on leaving 
were not likely to be very satisfied with the school board he or she served.  Superintendents who 
were very satisfied with the career choice to become a superintendent had a higher likelihood of 
staying in the district. When asked to evaluate the overall programing and employees of a 
district, superintendents who planned on staying were very satisfied. Satisfaction level with 
salary and benefits was also an important factor. Superintendents who were very satisfied with 
the compensation from a district were more likely to stay for another five years. In contrast, 
those superintendents who were either moderately or very dissatisfied with the compensation 
provided were likely to leave within five years. 
 This research reaffirms that, as suggested by the job satisfaction theory, it is important for 
the superintendent and school board to be a good fit. For example, superintendents who planned 
on staying in the district primarily identified personal characteristics as the reason the board 
chose them as a superintendent. Superintendents who planned on staying thus were satisfied with 
the board which he or she serves. Ultimately, superintendents who had a greater satisfaction with 
the board, community, and district he or she served, had a higher likelihood of staying in the 
district. 
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AASA Conceptualization of Superintendent Roles and Responsibilities 
This study provides support for AASA’s conceptual framework that a superintendent 
needs support in specific roles and in the areas of social, educational, and professional needs. 
The five general role constructs articulated by AASA include the superintendent as a teacher-
scholar, a business manager, statesman (political leader), applied social scientist, and an effective 
communicator. Four out of the five roles and responsibilities of a superintendent outlined by 
AASA were statistically significant. Being an instructional leader (p < .001), a statesman (p < 
.001), an applied social scientist (p = .009), and an effective communicator (p = .013) were all 
statistically significant when comparing them to the outcome variable of if a superintendent was 
planning on staying or leaving the district. 
A statistically significant factor in whether a superintendent stays in or leaves a district is 
the “characteristics by which the school board hired” him or her (e.g., change agent, 
communicator, integrity). The theoretical implications of this finding are that it is important that 
the district understands the needs it has and matches it with a superintendent who has those skills 
and abilities. It is also important for a superintendent who is searching for a job to analyze what 
skills and abilities the district needs and to evaluate if those are the skills he or she possesses. If 
not, there is a likelihood that the district is not a good fit for the superintendent. If a district is in 
need of a superintendent who has good communication skills, but hires a superintendent that 
doesn’t match those qualifications, it increases the likelihood of superintendent turnover. 
 This research also supported the claim that, as a modern superintendent, the roles of a 
superintendent outlined by the AASA should not be viewed as sequential over time, but rather as 
a spiral of roles and responsibilities (refer to Figure 1). This research provides evidence that in 
current times, a school board may be looking for a superintendent who is an instructional leader, 
political leader, applied social scientist, or an effective communicator. The research also supports 
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that these four roles and responsibilities are statistically significant when predicting whether a 
superintendent stays or leaves a district. The task for the school board will be to determine, when 
selecting a new superintendent, of which role and responsibility they are most in need. For the 
superintendent, it will be important to self-identify which role and responsibility he or she is 
most skilled in, and determine if he or she is a good fit for an open position in a different district. 
 
Implications for the Field 
Implications for Boards of Education 
The relationship between a school board and the superintendent must be strong and 
positive for a superintendent to stay (Alsbury, 2010). This research provides state school board 
associations support in continuing their efforts in supporting local school boards through 
professional development. The engagement level of each state board association may look 
different. Since this was a national survey, it was not possible to pinpoint one state versus the 
other. However, nationally, local school boards need training and guidance on how to efficiently 
and effectively govern their school district (Delagardelle, 2008; National School Boards 
Association, 2017). Local school boards need a clear understanding of what their roles and 
responsibilities, are compared to that of the superintendent, in order to be an effective governing 
body. They should understand that if a superintendent is not comfortable with the role and 
responsibility they are asking the superintendent to operate under, the potential for the 
superintendent to leave increases. The intention of this study was not to eliminate turnover, 
because sometimes turnover is necessary (for example, a superintendent is not meeting 
expectations set by the board, or the superintendent makes an unethical choice), but rather to 
increase the potential for a school board to retain a superintendent they desired.  
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In a finding supportive of labor market theory, school boards also need to evaluate the 
compensation of their superintendent. Salary and fringe benefits were both a strong factor (p < 
.001) in whether or not a superintendent was planning on staying or leaving a district. This salary 
disparity may become a challenge for smaller school districts that may not be able to afford a 
competitive salary. Smaller districts may also be at a disadvantage because of the desire for a 
superintendent to advance his career to a larger school district (Grissom & Mitani, 2016). School 
districts that cannot afford a competitive salary or who have fewer students will need to market 
their district on other positive attributes, such as their community involvement or their district 
climate and culture. By focusing on other factors beyond compensation and student enrollment, a 
district may be able to recruit and retain a superintendent for a longer period of time. 
Overall, it would be wise of school boards and state school board associations to revisit 
the research found in the Iowa Lighthouse Study (2000). This research outlined eight 
characteristics of effective school boards. These characteristics included: 
1. Effective school boards commit to a vision of high expectations for student achievement 
and quality instruction and define clear goals toward that vision. 
2. Effective school boards have strong shared beliefs and values about what is possible for 
students and their ability to learn, and of the system and its ability to teach all children at 
high levels. 
3. Effective school boards are accountability-driven, spending less time on operational 
issues and more time focused on policies to improve student achievement. 
4. Effective school boards have a collaborative relationship with staff and the community 
and establish a strong communications structure to inform and engage both internal and 
external stakeholders in setting and achieving district goals. 
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5. Effective school boards are data savvy: they embrace and monitor data, even when the 
information is negative, and use it to drive continuous improvement. 
6. Effective school boards align and sustain resources, such as professional development, to 
meet district goals. 
7. Effective school boards lead as a united team with the superintendent, each from their 
respective roles, with strong collaboration and mutual trust. 
8. Effective school board take part in team development and training, sometimes with their 
superintendents, to build shared knowledge, values and commitment for their 
improvement efforts. 
 
Other resources include Delagardelle’s (2008) Lighthouse Inquiry: Examining the role of 
School Board Leadership in the Improvement of Student Achievement. In addition, Alsbury’s, 
The Future of School Board Governance: Relevancy and Revelation, would be a good resource 
for school boards that are conducting a self-reflection of how they govern their local school 
district. Both Delagardelle and Alsbury’s work have components that focus on the importance of 
a positive relationship between the superintendent and school board. Both also highlight the 
importance of establishing and articulating appropriate roles and responsibilities of the 
superintendent and school board. 
Implications for Superintendents 
The study revealed many factors upon which a superintendent should reflect. When a 
superintendent is evaluating a potential job change, its unwise to apply for every job position that 
is posted because not all positions will be a good fit for the superintendent. One might instead 
reflect on her personal needs, goals, and individual fit with a given district. The superintendent 
needs to evaluate the location of the district, the community involvement, the economic labor 
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market, and opportunity for local funds to be available for programming. Superintendents need 
to utilize a process of research and vetting to determine the quality of the district’s athletic 
programs, teaching staff, as well as the amount of parental or family support for students. The 
superintendent can research this information by collaborating with neighboring superintendents, 
asking clear and concise questions to the search firm, reading agenda and minutes from previous 
meetings within the district, and finally, the superintendent can get a sense of these factors if 
selected for an interview. The superintendent will need to collaborate with stakeholders to 
determine what the board that is hiring them is seeking. Is the board looking for a change agent? 
Are they looking for someone who is an instructional leader? Or is the board looking for 
someone who is politically savvy to lead the district? As a reminder, this research was conducted 
based on national averages, so individual responses may vary, however, based on this research, 
all of these factors could make a difference in whether the superintendent will want to stay in the 
district or eventually leave.  
  This study also contributed to possible knowledge and strategies for a district “growing 
their own” leader. Superintendents whose first superintendent position was in a district they were 
already employed in were more likely to remain in the district. This may be another strategy for 
school boards and aspiring superintendents to utilize to combat the competitive salary and 
geographic location factors. For example, while a smaller school district will not have the same 
resources to compensate a superintendent as a larger school district, the district can provide 
security and a positive climate and culture for a professional already in their system. For small 
and rural school districts, promoting a high quality principal to the superintendent position may 
ensure continuity among district initiatives (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). This strategy allows 
the superintendent to advance his or her career in a district where he or she already has first hand 
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knowledge of the climate and culture, support level of the board, and the community 
involvement, without the risk factors of uprooting his or her family and moving. 
Implications for the Predictive Model 
 As a part of this research, a predictive model for superintendent retention and turnover 
was created. After statistical analysis, when using the variables outlined in this model, there was 
an 80.4% accuracy rate of predicting whether a superintendent would stay or leave a district 
(refer to Tables 47, 48, and 49 for results). In Table 50, the variables that are statistically 
significant (p<0.05) in predicting superintendent retention or turnover are listed.  Of these, the 
most salient are why the board hired the superintendent, level of positive influence from special 
interest groups, level of positive influence from state school board associations, how satisfied the 
superintendent is with the district, how many years the superintendent has served as a 
superintendent, the perceived asset or liability of media coverage, federal funding, athletic 
programs, fringe benefits, level of emphasis as a political leader, and how many students are 
enrolled in the district. 
 The implications for the field of this predictive model can have an impact on both boards 
and superintendents. Both the superintendent and the board gain a perspective and a greater 
knowledge base of factors that have a statistical impact on predicting whether a superintendent 
stays or leaves the district. While the generalization of this predictive model is yet to be 
determined, because it is based on national averages, it will allow both superintendents and 
boards to self reflect on these variables. For example, school boards can do a self-assessment on 
the quality of their facilities, review climate and culture data of the district, and do a self-
assessment on how well they operate as a governing team with the superintendent. This will 
allow them to have first hand knowledge on how they can best retain a superintendent in the 
future. 
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Finally, for a school board, utilizing the predictive model for superintendent retention 
may be useful while in the process of hiring a superintendent. The board should reflect on the 
factors within the model and self-assess what type of district they are and if how they choose to 
operate is conducive to retaining a superintendent long term. At the same time, they need to 
reflect on policies and priorities they have that will continue to make teaching and learning the 
most important thing they do to increase the attractiveness of their school (which may help 
increase student enrollment as well). 
 
Recommendations for Further Study 
 This research study was not a comprehensive evaluation of superintendent retention or 
turnover. While this study was beneficial to adding to the knowledge level of the subject matter, 
more research is needed in the area of superintendent retention and turnover. Again, this 
researcher is not advocating for turnover to not exist, because it always will, and in some cases is 
necessary (as in, for example, a superintendent who is underperforming over time). However, 
there are several areas where future research is needed because this study unveiled many more 
questions about the topic. 
 First, there needs to be a longitudinal study of superintendent retention and turnover. The 
AASA provides members a portion of the survey results from its national survey every ten years. 
It would be beneficial for AASA, superintendents, and school boards to monitor and evaluate the 
statistical significance of these variables over time. This longitudinal study would allow for a 
more comprehensive analysis of the social, education, and professional needs of superintendents, 
as well as the labor market factors and dissatisfaction theory that exist. It may also be beneficial 
for state or national school board associations to produce an independent study that can produce 
perspectives that maybe missed during the AASA national survey. 
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 A qualitative study on superintendent retention would also be beneficial. While the data 
set provided was robust, it does not allow for the researcher to ask follow up questions for 
clarification. It also does not allow the researcher to experience themes and perspectives of the 
individual superintendent. It also does not allow for an association to be determined between 
turnover and student achievement. A mixed methods study on superintendent retention would 
allow the researcher an opportunity to cross reference themes and perspectives and describe 
district-level context. In the same qualitative study, it would be beneficial to interview board 
members. This methodology could allow for a collaborative approach between qualitative and 
quantitative research to explain why certain factors were statistically significant, yet not an 
indicator in the predictive model of superintendent retention. 
Conclusion 
 This research added to the knowledge of why superintendents choose to stay or leave a 
school district. Research on superintendent retention and turnover matters because it affects 
students in the communities the superintendent serves. The three most significant findings 
regarding variables impacting superintendent retention and turnover included the relationship 
with the school board, compensation, and enrollment size of the school district. When the 
national narrative continues to articulate that superintendents are a revolving door in school 
districts, this research provides knowledge on how to change that trend. By changing that trend, 
districts can combat negative cultures that are counter to the culture and climate needed for 
teacher collaboration and commitment to a model of continuous improvement. As the CEO of a 
school district, the superintendent has an important responsibility to guide the board in making 
the best educational decisions for the students he or she serves. Regardless of geographic 
location, all students deserve a high quality education to provide hope for their futures. 
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